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THE 


PREFACE. 


T-; s it ſeems a Train in Controverſies, as wel 


. & in Thoughts; one thing ſtill giving a ſtart to 
another ; Coniterences produce Letters ; Letters, 
Books, aud one Diſcourſe gives Occaſion for another. 
For this follows the former as aneceſſary Purluit of the ſame 
Argument againſt Tradition. 
I. S. in his laſt Letter, had wouched the Authority of 
the Council of Trent proceeding upon Tradition, and he 


in/tanced in three Points, Tranſubſtantiation, Sacramen- Third Letter 
cal Confeſſion and Extreme Un&tion. The Examination © * 


of this I thought fit to reſerve for a Diſcourle by it ſelf ; 
wherein, inſtead of confining my Self to thoſe three Par- 
ticulars, I intend to go through the moſt material Points 
there eſtabliſhed, and to prove from the moſt Authentic 
Teſtimonies, that there was no true Catholick Tradition 


for ary of them. And if I can make good what I have 


undert iken, I ſhall make the Council of Trent it Selt the 
great Inſtance againſt the Infallibility of Tradition. 

This is a new Undertaking ; which the impetuouſneſs of 
our Adverſaries ſetting up Tradition for the Ground of 
their Faith, hath Brought me to. But beſides the ſhewing 
that really they have not Tradition on their jide ; [ have 
endeavoured to trac? the ſeveral fleps and to ſet down the 
Times and Occaſiuns of Introducing thoſe Points which 
have 
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bave cauſed that unhappy breach in the Chriſt ian world whe 
fad effedls we daily ſee and lament, But have litth 
hopes to ſee remied, till theſe new Points be diſcarded 
and Scripture interpreted by truely Catholick Tradition, 
be made the Standard of Chriſtian Communion. 

I do not pretend, that all theſe Points came in at one Tine + 
or in the ſame Manner ; for ſome Errours and Corrupticys 
came in far more early; ſome had the favour of the 
Church of Rome 7n a higher degree ; lome were more ge. 
nerally received in the Prattice of the Church in later 
times, than others ; and ſome were merely School Points 
before the Conncil of Trent, but as far as the Thomiſts 
and Scotiſts could be made to agree there againſt the Re. 
formers, theſe paſſed for Articles of Faith. Fox, this 
was oxe of the great Arts of thar Council to draw yy 
their Decrees in ſuch Terms, as ſhould leave Room emugh 
for Eternal W ranglings among themſelves, provided they 
agreed in doing the buſineſs effettually againſt the Here- 
ticks, as they are pleaſed to call them, [ therefore far- 
bear to urge theſe as Points of Faith, which have been 
freely debated among themſelves /ince the Council of 
Trent, without any Cenſure. We have enough in the plain 
Decrees and Canons of that Council, without medling 
with any School-Points. And ſo I cannot be charged with 
Miſrepreſenting. 

The great Debate cf late hath been about the true Expolt 
tion of the Points there defined; and for my part, 1 am con- 
tent to yield to any juſt and reaſonable Methods of gruing 
the true ſenſe of them. And ſuch T conceive theſe to te, 


I. Where the Council of Trent makes uſe of Words in 

a ſtrict and limited Senſe, there it is unreaſonable to un- 
derſtand them in a large and improper Senſe. As for it 
tance, Sel. 6. c. 26. It decrees that Faſtified "—_— 
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td vers promerere ; truely merit Eternal Life; and Can. 
). there is an Anathema again/# him who denies truc 

Merit in the good Works of juſtiized Perſons, both as 
to Increaſe of Grace and Eternal Lite. There is no one 
converſant in Ancient Writers, but knows that there was 
a large and improper Senſe of the iVord Merit ; tut how 
is it impoſſible to apply that Senſe, where ſuch Care 1s ta- 
ken, that it may be underſtood is a ſtriG® and limited Senſe? 
If the Council had left the Word in its General Senſe, 
there might have been Reaſon to have given the faireſt 
Interpretation to 1t ; but when it is certainly known, that 
there had been a difference of Opinions in the Church 
of Rome about true and proper Merit, and that which 
| was not (however it were called ,) and the Council de- 
clares for the former, no man of underſtanding can believe 
that onely the improper Senſe was meant by it. As in 
the Point of the Euchariſt when the Council declares that 
the words of Chriſt, This is my Body, are truely and 
properly to be underſtood ; Would it not be thought ſtrange 
for any one toſay, that the Council notwithſtanding might 
mean that Chriſt's Words may be figuratively underſtood ? 
And we muſt take the true notion of Merit not from any 
large expreſſions of the Ancients, but from the Conditions 
of true and proper Merit among themſelves. But of this 
at large afterwards. So as to the Notion of Sacraments ; 
every one knows how largely that Word was taken in An- 
cient Writers; but it would be abſurd to anderſtand 
the Council of Trent i that Senſe, when Sefl. 6. Can. x. 
De Sacramentis, 2t denoances an Anathema not merely 
#gainſt him that denies ſeven Sacraments ; but againſt him 
that doth not hold every one of them to be truely and 
properly a Sacrament. And in the Creed of Pius IV. 
one Article is, that there are ſeven true and proper 
vacraments Zow vain a thing then were it for any 
70 
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to Expound the Sacraments in a large and improper Seyſe 


IT. Where the Council of Trent hath not declared it 
ſelf, but it is fully done in the Catechiſm made by irs 4g. 
pointment, we ought to look on that, as the true Senſe of 
the Council. As in the Caſe of the Sacraments ; th: 
Council zever declares what it means by true and proper 

Catechiſm Sacraments ; but the Catechiſm makes targe and full a- 

Kom. Part 2: ends for this Defedt. For after it hath mention'd the 

uſe of the Word in Profane and Sacred ii ters, it ſets 

down the Senſe of it according to their Divines for a ſen- 

ſible ſign which conveys the Grace which it 1gnifies, 

And after a large Explication of the Natare of Signs, it 

gives this Deſcription. of a true and proper Sacrament, 
that it is a ſenſible thing, which by Divine Inſtitution 

not only hath the force of ſignifying but of cauſing 

Grace. And to fbew the Authority of this Catechiſm for 

explicating the Do&trine of the Sacraments we need only | 

7o look into Sell. 24. c.7. de Reform. where it 1s requ- | 

red that the People be inſtructed in the Sacraments ac- 

cording to it. Zr i5 ſuppoſed that the Catechitm was ap 

pointed to be made in the 18th Seſſton at the [nſtigatton 

le of Carolus Borromzus, ( ſince Canonized ) but it was 

[ ot finiſhed while the Council ſate, and therefore Sell. 25. 
it was referd to the Judgment and Authority of the 

Pope. I confeſs therefore it hath n:t a Conclliar Autho- [ 
rity ſtamped upon it, but it hath a ſort of transfuſed It- 
fllibility, as far as they could convey it; and as much as 
a Council hath, when it borrows it from the Popes Col 
firmation. Jt was near two Tears hammering at Trent, 
viz. from 2.6. of Feb. 1562. to Decemb. 1563. when tht 
i Council roſe; Afterwards, it was preparing at Rome three 
i Tears l1:.ger, and then preſented to the Pope to be ap- 
| proved, and publiſhed by his Authority, after it had been 

carefully 
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carefully review'd by Cardinal Sirlet, Borromeo, aud o- 
thers ; and hath fince been univerſally received in the Ro- 
man Church ; ſo that we can have no more Authentick 
Expoſition of the Senſe of the Council of Trent, thax 
what is contained in that Catechiſm. 


II, Where the Council of Trent declares a thing in 
general to be lawful] and due, but doth not expreſs the 
manner of it, that 1s to be underſtood from the generally 
receiv d and allowed Prat cis at that time. For, other- 
wiſe the Council muſt be charged with great unfaithfulneſ; 
in not ſetting down and corretting publick and notorious 
Abuſes, when it mention'd the things themſelves and ſome 
Abuſes about them. As in the 25th Seilion, concerning 
Purgatory, Invocation of Saints, Worthip of Images 
and Relicks, it goes no farther than that the ſound Doc- 
trine be taught, that Saints are to be Invocated, Images 
and Relicks to be Worſhip'd ; 4ut never defines what that 
ſound Dotrine #, what bounds are to be ſet in the Wor- 
ſhip of Saints, Images and Relicks, which it 7s anlawful 
toexceed, So that in this Caſe, we have no other way to 
judge of the Meaning of the Council, but by comparing 
the Publick and Allow'd Practices of the Church with 
the General Decrees of the Council. And we have thi 
farther Reaſon for it, that we are told by the lateſt Expo- 
ſitors of it, that the Senſe of the Church 7x ſpeculative 
Points, z to be taken from Publick PraCtices. For, thus 


one of them expreſſes himſelf, Moreover, even her Spe- Reply tothe 


culative DoQrines are ſo mixed with Practical Ceremo- 
nies, which repreſent them to the Vulgar, and initruct 


even the meaneſt Capacities in the abſtruſeſt Doctrines, P: 134: 


that it ſeems ever impollible to make an alteration in her 
Doctrine without abrogating her Ceremonies, or chang. 
ing her conſtant Practices. 

(5) IV. Where 
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IV. Where the Decrees of the Council, are not aft 
ciently clear, there we maſt take in the Canons to make 
the Senſe more plain. This Rule 7 take from the Counci] 
it ſelf, which in the 6th Seflion, juſt before the Canons 
faith, that thoſe are added, that all may know not only 
what they are to hold and follow, but what they are to 
ſhun and avoid. As 7# the famous Tajtance of Tranſub- | 
ſtantiation ; ſuppoſe, that the Words of the Decree do mt 
determine expreſly the Modus ; yet it 1s z1mpeſſible for ayy 
one to doubt of it who looks into the Canon, which denoun- 

Sf, 12. Ces an Anatheima againſt him, not only that denies Tran- 

Can. 2 ſybſtantiation, 4ut that aſjerts rhe ſubſtance of Breadand 
Wine to remain after Conſecration. 7herefore he that 
aſſerts Tranſubſtantiation according to the Council of 
Trent, muſt hold it in ſuch a manner, as thereby to un- 
derſtand that the Subſtance of Bread and Wine doth not 
remain. Otherwiſe he is under an Anathema by the ex- 
preſs Canon of the Council. 

Therefore it is ſo far from being a fatal Overſight, (« 
a late Author expreſſes it,) to fay that the Council of 
Trent hath determin'd the Modus of the Real Prefence, 

| that no man who 15-n0t reſolved to overſee it can be of and- 
I ther Opinion. And herein the Divines of the Church of 
i | Rome do agree with us, Viz. that the particular Modus s 
| wot only determin'd by the Council , but that it is a Mat- 
ter of Faith to all Perſons of the Communton of that 
Church. As not ouly appears from the 2d Canon, but | 
from the very Decree it ſelf, Sefl. r3. ch. 4. | 

The holy Synod declares, that by Confecration of 
the Bread and Wine, there is a Converfion of tie whoſe 
Subſtance of the Bread into the Subitance of the Body | 
of Chriſt, and of the whole Subſtance of the Wane into | 


the Subſtance of his Blood, which Converſion 1s =_ 
| an 


o 
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and properly by the holy Carholick Church called Tran- 
ſubſtantiation. {» which Words the Council doth plainly 
expreſs the Modus of the Real Preſence to be, not by a 
Preſence of Chriſt's Body together with the Subſtance of 
the Bread, as the Lutherans held, bu? by a Converſion 
of the whole Subſtance of the Bread into the Subſtance 
of the Body, &c. Ard fince there were different Man- 
ners of underſtanding this Real Preſence, if the Council 
did not Eſpouſe one ſo, as to reject the other as Heretical ; 
then it is impoſſible to make the Lutheran Deftrine to be de- 
clared to be Heretical, 7. e, unleſs the Council did deter- 
mine the Modus of the Real Preſence. For, if it did 
nt, then notwithſtanding the Decrees and Canons of the 
Council of Trent, Perſons are at liberty to believe either 
Tranſubſtantiation or Conſubſtantiation, which 7 think 
n Roman Catholick wi# a/ow. 

But it us ſaid, that the meaning of the Decree s, that 
the Real Preſence is not to be underſtood after a Natural, 
but a Sacramental Manner ; Bx# doth it not plainly tell 
uw, how that Sacramental Manner &s to be underſtood, viz. 
by a Converſion of the whole Subſtance of the Bread in- 
tothe whole Subſtance of the Body, &c. And if other 
ways be poſſible, and all others be rejetted, then this partt- 
calar Modus muſt be determin'd. 

T grant, that the Council doth not ſay, there is an An- 
nihilation of the Elements ; and 7 know no Neceſſity of 
ufing that Term, for that which is ſuppoſed to be turned 
into another thing cannot properly be ſaid to be Annihilated 
(which is the reducing it to nothing) but the Council doth 
aſſert a Total Converſion of one Subſtance into another, 
and where that is, that Subſtance muſt wholly ceaſe to be 
what it was ; and ſo, there can be no Subſtance of the Ele- 
ments remaining after Conſecration. For, as Aquinas o4- 
ſerves, Quod convertitur in aliquid facti Converfione 

(642) non 
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3Q.75-A-2: non manet. If then the Subſtance of the Elements doth 


not remain after Conſecration, by virtue of thu total Con- 
verſion, then the Council of Trent by its Decree hath 
plainly determin d the Modus of the Real Preience, fo us 


to exclude any ſuch Manner, as doth ſuppoſe, the Suh. | 


ſtance to remain, whether it be by Impanation er Conſyb. 
ſtantiation, or any other way. | 

What if Rupertus thought the Bread might become 
the Real Body of Chriſt by an Union of the Word to itz 
All that can be infer d is, that the Modus was net they 
ſo determin'd, as to oblige all Perſons to hold it. But 
what is this to the Council of Trent ? Can any one hold 
the Subſtance to remain, and not to remain at the ſame 
time 2 For, he that holds with Rupertus muſt allow the 
Subſtance to remain ; he that believes a total Converſin 
muſt deny it. And he that can believe both theſe at once, 
may believe what he pleaſes. 

But the Council only declares the Sacramental Pre- 
ſence to be after an ineftable manner. 7 ſay, it deter- 
mines it to be by a total Converſion of one Subſtance in- 
to another ; which may well be ſaid to be ineffable, ſince 
what cannot be underſtood can never be expreſſed. 

Our Diſpute is not about the uſe of the Werd, Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, for 7 think it proper enough to expreſs the 
Senſe of the Council of Trent ; but as the Word Conſub- 
ſtantial did exclude all other Modes how Chriſt might be 
the Son of God, and determin'd the Faith of the Church 
to that Manner ; ſo doth the Senſe of Tranſubſtantiation, 
as determin'd by the C1uncil of Trent, limit the Manner 
of the Real Preſence, 7o ſuch a Converſion of the Sub- 
ſtance of the Elements into the Subſtance of Chriſt's Bo- 
dy and Blood, as doth imply no Subſtance to remain after 
Conſecration. | 


It 
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It is to no purpoſe to tel] us, the Council uſes only the 
Word Species and not Accidents ; for whatever they are 
called, the Council denounces its Anathema againſt thoſe 
who hold the Subſtance to remain after Contccration ; 
and denies the "Total Converſion of the Subſtance of the 
Bread and Wine into the Subſtance of the Body and 
Bloud of Chrift. 7 the Subltance be not there, the 
Modus z fo purpoſe determind. And whatever remains, 
call it what you will, it is not the Subſtance ; and that js 
ſufficient to ſhew, that the Council of Trent hath clearly 
determin'd the Modus of the Real Preſence. 


V. We muſt diſt inguiſh the School Points /eft andeter- 
min'd by the Council of Trent, from thoſe which are 
made Articles of Faith. We never pretend, that it left no 
School- Diſputes about the Points there determin'd ; but 
we ſay it went too far in making ſome School-Points to be 
Points of Faith, when it had been more for the Peace of 
Chriſtendom to have left them to the Schools /till., Thus 
in the Point of Tranſubſtantiation, the elder School-men 
tell u, there were different Ways of explaining the Real 
Preſence; And that thoſe , which ſuppoſed the ſubſtance 
to remain, were more agreeable to Reaſon and Scripture 
than the other ; and ſome were of Opinzon, that the Modus 
was no matter of Faith then. But after the Point of the 
Real Preſence came to be warmly conteſted in the time of 
Berengarius, 27 roſe by degrees higher and higher, till at 
laft the particalar Modus came to be determin'd with au 
Anathiema by tbe Council of Trent. 

When Berengarius, 4. D. 1059. was forced to Recant 
by Nicolaus 2d, with the Aſſiſtance of 113. Biſhops ; no 
more was required of him, than to hold that the Bread 
and Wine after Conſecration ; are not only the Sacra- 


ment, but the true Body and Bloud of Chriſt, and that 
it 
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it is ſenſibly handled and broke by the Prieſts hands, and 
caten by the Communicants. Here 7s no denying the Sub- 
ſiance of Bread to remain ; and Joh. Parifienſis obſerves, 
that the words cannot be defended but by an Aſſamption 
of the Bread; for, ſaith he, It the Body of Chriſt be 
truely and ſenfibly handlcd a:d eaten, this cannot be 
uncerſtood of Chriſt's Glorious Body in Heaven, but 
it muſt be of the Bread really made the Body of Chriſt 
atter Conſecration. 

The Senſe which the Canonifts put upon the Words of 
this Recantation zs abſurd, viz. that they are to be un- 
derſtood of the Species; For Berengarius his Opinion 
related to the Subllance of Chrift's Body which he denied 
to be in the Sacrament. And what would it have fignified 
for him to have /aid that Chriſt was ſenſibly broken 
and caten under the Species of Bread and Wine? 7z. e. that 
his Body was not ſenſibly broken and eaten but the Species 
were. 1t had ſignified ſomething, if he had ſaid, there 
was no Subſtance of Bread and Wine lelt but only the 
Species. But all the deſign of this Recantation was to 
make him aſſert the Sacrament to be made the true 
and real Body of Chriſt 7» as ftroug a manner, as the 
Pope and his Brethren could think of, And although the 
Canoniſts zhink, if ſtritly taken, it implies greater He- 
refie thanthat of Berengarius ; yet by their favour, this 
Form was only thouzht fit to be put into the Canon-Law, 
as the Stantlard of the Faith of the Roman Church then ; 
and the following Abjuration of Berengarius was only 
kept in the Regilter of Gregory the ſeventh's Epiſtles. 

For about twenty years after by Order of Gregory VII. 
Berengarius was brought ts another Abjuration, but by no 
meansatter the fame Form with the former. For by this he 
was required to declare, that the Bread and Wine are tub- 
Rantiily Converted into the true and proper Fleſh -_ 
Biou 
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Bloud of Chriſt, and after Cenſecration are the true 
Body of Chriſt born of the Virgin and Sacriticed upon 
the Croſs, and that fits at the right hand of the Father; 
and che true Bloud of Chrilt which was ſhed out of his 
Side, not onlv as a Sacramental Sign, but in propriety 
of Nature and Reality of Subſtance. 

This was indeed a pretty bold Afſertton of the Sub- 
ſtantial Preſence. And ſo much the bolder, if the Com- 
mentary o# S. Matthew be Hildebrand's. For there he 
faith, the manner of the Converſion is uncertain. But 
as far as I can judge, by Subſtantial Converſion he did 
wot then mean, as the Council of Trent doth, a totai Con- 
verſion of one ſubliance into another, fo as that nothing 
of the former Subſtance remains; 4«f that there was 
a Change by Conſecration not by making the Body of 
Chriſt of rhe Subſtance of the Bread, but by its pailing 
into that Body of Chriſt which was born of the Virgin. 
' For, upon comparing the two Forms, there we ſhall find 
lies the main difference. Pope Nicolaus went no farther 
than to the true Body of Chriſt ; which it might be as wel 
by Allumption , as Converſion ; Gregory VII. went 
farther and thought it neceſſary to add that the Change 
was into the Subſtance of that Body which was born 
of the Virgin, &*c. And ſo this ſecond Form excludes a 
rue Body merely by Aſſumption, and aſſerts the Change 
to be into the Subſtance of Chriſt's Body in Heaven ; 
but it doth not determine, that nothing of the Subſtance 
of the Elements doth remain. For when he puts that 
kind of Subſtantial Converſion which leaves nothing 
but the Accidents, and the Body of Chriſt to be under 
tiem, which belonged to the Subſtance ot the Elements; 
he declares this matter to be uncertain. Which fhews, 
that however a Change was owned into the Subſtance of 
Chrilt's Body, ye? ſuch a total Converſion, as is deter- 
mined 
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mined by the Council of Trent, was not then made ay 
Article of Faith. 

But from this ſuppoſition made by Hilcebrand it appears, 
that the Defirine of Subſlance and Accidents was they 
well kucun; and therefere the introducing Ariſtotle's Phi. 
loſophy from the Arabizns afterwards could make no Al- 
teration in this Matter. Fir the words of Hildebrand 
are as plain as to the difference of Subſtance and Acci- 
dents, as of any of the School-men; and that the Acci. 
dents of the Bread and Wine might be ſeparated from the 
Subſtance of them ; but this was ne: then made a Matter 
of Faith ; as it was afterwards. 

But the caſe wasxemarkably alter d, after the Lateran 
Council ander Innocent 717. For Tranſubſtantiation being 
admitted there among the Articles of Faith; and ſo entred 
in the Canon-Law #n the very beginning of the Decretajg ; 
this did not merely beceme a School-Term, but by thelng, i 
ſitors of that time, itwas accounted Herelle to deny it. jt 
may be ſufficiently proved by the School-men and Canoniſt ,, 
that a difference of Qpinions, as to the Modus 47d till con » 
tinue, (but that belongs to a more proper place ) and 
Joh. Pariſienſis declares (p. 103.) that the Lateran Coun- 
_cil in his Opinion did not make Tranſubſtantiation a 
Point of Faith; or at leaſt that Subſtance was not to 
be taken for the Matter, but the Suppoſitum; Fut the 
Inquiſitors went more briskly to work and made it down. 
right Herefie to aſſert, that the Subſtance of the Elements 
did remain after Conſecration. 

Of this, we have full Evidence in the Regiſter of Court- 
ney Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury, (which 7s no Inviſible 
Manuſcript.) Fer there we read f. 25. that he called a 
ſelett Convocation of Biſhops, Divines and Canoniſts, 
May 17. 4. D. 1382. to declare ſome Propoſitions to be 


Heretical, ard ſome to be Erroneous and contrary to the 
deter- 
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determination of the Church. Among the firſt, theſe 
two are ſet down in the firſt Place, 

1, That the material Subſtance of the Bread and 
Wine doth remain in the Sacrament of the Altar after 
Conſecration. | 

2. That the Accidents do not remain without their 
Subje& in that Sacrament atter Conſecration. 

After this the Arch-Biſhop ſent forth his Mandate to 
all his Suffragans not only to prohibit the preaching of 
that Dottrine, but to inquire after thoſe who did it. And 
June 12. Robert Rygge Chancellour of Oxford aud Tho- 


mas Brightwall appeared before him and were examined 


upon theſe Propoſitions ; which they declared to be Here- 
tical: who thereupon required the Publication of them 
as ſuch in the Univerſity; and the proceeding againſt 
thoſe who were ſuſpetted to favour them. 

The Groand the Arch-Bithop went «pon, was, that theſe 
had been already condemned by the Church, and there. 
fore ex abundanti, they declared them to be fo con- 
demned ; as appears by the Monition given to Robert 
Rygge himſelf as too much ſuſpetted to favour the con- 
trary Dettrine ; as well as Nicholas Hereford, Philip 
Reppyndon-D. D. and John Aſhton B. D. 

Againſt theſe the Arch-Biſhop proceeded as Tnquilitor 
Hzreticz Pravitatis per totam ſuam Provinciam, as 2: 
is in the Record ; who appearing defired a Copy of the 
ſeveral Propoſitions, and then they were required to give 
in their judgment upon them. Alhton refuſed, but the 
other promiſed, which they performed ſoon after ; and to 
theſe two Propoſitions, their Anſwers were, 

To the firſt that as far as it was contrary to the De- 
cretal, Firmiter Credimus, it was Hereſle. 

To the ſecond that as far as it was contrary to the 
Decretal, Cum Marthe, it was Hereſie. 

©) Theſe 
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Theſe Anſwers were judged inſufficient, becauſe the 
did not declare what that Senſe was. And the Arch-B;. 
ſhop put this Queſtion to them, whether the ſame Nu. 
merical materia! Bread which before Conſecration was 
ſet upon the Altar, did remain-1n its proper Subſtance 
and Nature after Conſecration, but they would give w 
other Anſwer at that time. But afterwards Reppyndon 
abjured, and was made Bilhop of Lincoln. 

From hence it appears, that it was then thought that 
the Modus was ſo far determin'd by the Lateran Council, 
that the contrary Do&rine was declared not merely Er. 
roneous in Faith, 4«t Heretical. 

* Ia'the firſt Convocation held by Th. Arundel Arch- 
Biſhop of Canterbury A. D. 1396, A Complaint was 
brought, that ſeveral Divines and others of the Univer: 
ſity of Oxford held ſome heretical and erroneous opinions; 
the firſt whereof was, 

That the Subſtance of Bread doth remain after Con- 
ſecration ; and doth not ceaſe to be Bread; which 4 
there affirmed to be Hereſie, ſpeaking of material Bread, 

The ſecond, that the Court of Rome in the Can. Ego 
Berengarius, had determined that the Sacrament of the 
Euchariſt is naturally true Bread. 

It is very hard to ſay, how this came to be then ac- 
counted Heretical Dottrine, when no leſs a man thay 
Durandus i» the ſame Age affirms, that the Canoniſts 
grant that the Opinion of the ceaſing of the Subſtance 
was grounded on the Cay. Firmiter Credimus, 7z. e. onthe 
Lateran Council ; but that of the remaining of the Sub- 
ſtanceon that, Ego, Berengarius. But however it paſſed 
for Heretical, or at leaſt very Erroneous Doctrine here ; 
but the main Hereſie was to hold, that the Subſtance 
remained. - 

or 
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For A.D. 1400. (as appears by the Regiſterp. 2.f. 179.) 
William Sawtre alias Chatris a Parochial Prieſt in Lon- 
| don, was ſummoned before the ſame Arch-Biſhop in Con- 
vocation upon as Information of Herelie ; "and one of the 
main Articles againſt him was that. he held the Subſtance 
of the Bread to remain in the Sacrament of the Altar 
after Conſecration ; and that it doth not ceaſe to be 
Bread. Sawtre anſwered, tha? he believed, that after 
Conſecration the lzread did remain with the Body of 
Chriſt; but it doth not ceaſe ro be ſimply Bread, bur it 
remains holy and true the Bread of Lite and Body of 
Chriſt. Fhe Arch Biſhop examined him chiefly upon this 
Article; and becauſe he did not anſwer home to the point, 
he was condemned for a Heretick, and was the firſt who 
was burned for Hereſie in England. 4nd yet his Anſwer 
' ww, that he could not underitand the matter ; they the 
Arch-Biſhop asked him, it he would ſtand tothe Churches 
Determination; he ſaid, he would ſo far as it was not 
contrary to the Will of God. pon which he was decla- 
red an Heretick and delivered over to the Secular Power. 

In the ſame Convocation John Purvey made an Abjura- 
tion of Hereſie, and the firſt he renounced was that after 
Confecration inthe Sacrament of the Altar, there neither 
1s, nor can be an Accident without a Subject, and that the 
_ Subſtance and Nature of Bread remained which was 

efore. 

In the Examination of William Thorp &y Thomas 
Arundel, Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury A. D. 1407. (which 
is not in the Regiſter being defettive, but the account 
rs preſerved from his own Copy ) The Arch-Biſhop decla- 
red, that the Church had now determined, that there 
abideth no Subſtance of Bread after Conſecration in the 
vacrament of the Altar. And that if he believed other- 
wile he did not believe as the Church believed. Thorp 
Ce 2) quoted 


Arundel P. 2» 
f. 143+ 
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quoted S. Auguſtin and Fulgentius to prove that the Sub. 
{ſtance remained; and the very Mals en Chriſtmas Day. 
The Arch-Biſhop /#:/ preſſed him with the Churches De. 
termination. *Thorp ſaid this was a School-nicety whe. 
ther Accidents could be without a Subje& ; mo, ſaid 
the Arch-Biſhop , it 1s the Faith of the Church I go 
upon. Thorp replyed, it was not ſo for a thouſand 
years alter Chrilt. 

tn the Examination of the Lord Cobham 4. D. I4I2, 
by the ſame Arch-Biſhop we find that he owned the Real 
Preſence of Chriſt's Body as firmly as his Accuſers ; but 
he was condemned for Herefie, Becauſe he held the Sub- 
ſtance of Bread to remain. ' For the Arch-Biſhop decla- 
red this to be the Senſe of the Church ; that after Con- 
ſecration, remaineth no. material Bread or Wine which. 
were before, they-being turned into Chriſt's very Body 
and Bloud. 7he Original words of the Arch-Bithop as 
they are in the Regiſter, are theſe. 

The Faith and the determination of. holy Chitch 
touching the bleſtfull Sacrament of the auter is this, 
that after rhe Sacramental UWows ben ſaid by a ÞPyeſt 
in his Maſle, the material bzed that was befoze is tur: 
ned into Cheiſt's veray body, And the material Wpn 
that was becoze is turned into Chaift verap blode, and 
ſa there leweth in the auter, no matertal bzede ne ma- 
terfal_{UIyn the wich wer ther byfoze the ſaying of the 
Sacramental wozds. 

And the Biſhops afterwards ſtood up and ſaid; It is ma- 
nifeſt Hereſie to ſay that it is Bread after the Sacramen- 
til Words be ſpoken ; becauſe it was againſt the Deter- 
mination of holy Church. 

But to make all ſure, not many: years after, May th: 
4. D. 1415. the Council of Conſtance Seſſion 8. declared 
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2iz, to hold that the Subſtance doth remain after Conſe- 


: cration, and that the Accidents do not remain without a 
e- Subject. 

4 Let any impartial Reader now judge, whether it be any 
FF fatal Overſight zo aſſert, that the Modus of the Real 
"0 Preſence was determin'd by the Council of Trent, whex 
d there were ſo many leading ' Determinations to it, which 


were generally owned and received in the Church of Rome. 
But there were other Diſputes remaining in the Schools 
1 relating to this Matter ;| which we do not pretend were 
ever determin'd by the Council of Trent. As, 

(1.) Whether the Words of Conſecration are to be un- 
derſtood in a Speculative or Practical Senſe 2 For, the 
Scotiſts ſay, iu the former Senſe, they do by no means 
TC prove Tranſubſtantiation ; ſince it may be truly ſaid This 
is my Body, though the Subſtance of Bread do remain ; 
and that they are to be underſtood in a Practical Senſe, 
j.e. for converting the Bread into the Body, 1 not to be 
deduced ex vi verborum, from the mere force of the 


underſtood them. Which in. plain terms ts to ſay, it can- 
not be proved from Scripture, but from the Senſe of the 
Church; and ſo Scotus doth acknowledge, but then he 
adds, that we are to judge this to be the Senſe of Scrip- 
ture, becauſe the Church hath declared it. Which he 
| doth not think was done before the Council of Lateray. 

So that, this Council muſt be believed to have had as Tn- 
fallille a Spirit in giving this Senſe of Scripture as there 
a4 in the writing of it ; ſince it is not drawn from the 
Words, but added to them. On the other fide, the Tho-. 
miſts inſiſt on the force of the Words themſelves ; for, if, 
Jay they, from the Words be infer d that there is a Real 


Preſence of the Subſtance of Chriſt's. Body, then it follows 
thence, 


Words, but from the Senſe of the Church which hath ſo - 
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thence, that there 15 no Subſtance of the Bread remaining 


— 


for a Subſtance cannot be where it was not before, but it 


muſt either change its place, or another muſt be turned in. 
to it; as Fire in a Houſe muſt either be brought thither, 
or ſome other thing muſt be turned into Fire ; but, fay 
they, the Body of Chriſt cannot be brought from Heavey 
thither, for then it muſt leave the place it had there , 
and muſt paſs through all the Bodies between ; and it is 
impoſſible for the ſame Body to he Locally preſent in ſeve- 
ral places ; and therefore the Body of Chriſt cannot other- 
wiſe be really and ſubſtantially preſent, but by the Conver. 
fron of the Subſtance of the Bread into it. 

(z.) In what Manner rhe Body of Chriſt 7s made to be 
preſent in the Sacrament ? The Scotiſls ſay, it is impeſſ- 
ble to conceive it otherwiſe than by bringing it from the 
place where it already is ; the Thomiſts ſay that is im- 
poſſible, fince that Body muſt be divided from it ſelf by {o 
many other Bodies interpoſing. The former is ſaid to be 
az adductive Converſion , the latter a productive ; but 
then here lies another difjicul:y, how there can be a pro- 
duttive Converſion of a thing already in being. But m 
buſineſs is not to give an account of theſe School-Diſputes; 
but to ſhew how different they were from the point of Tran- 
ſubſtantiation ; and that both theſe diſputing Parties did 
agree that the Modus of the Real Preſence was defined to 
be by changing the Subſtance of the Elements into the 
Body and Blood of Chriſt ; but they ftill warmly diſputed 
about the Modus of that Modus ; wiz. how a Body als 
ready in being could be preſent in ſo many places without 
leaving that Place where it was already. And no Man who 
bath ever look'd ints theſe School-Diſputes can ever ima- 
gine that they diſputed about the Truth of the Dottrine of 
Tranſubſtantiation, 4ur only about the manner of explain- 

ing 
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ing it. Wherein they do effetually overthrow each others 
Notions without being able to eſtabliſh their own ; as the 
Elector of Cologn truly obſerved of their Debates about 
this matter in the Council of Trent. 


VI. Where the Senſe of Words hath been changed by 
the introducing new DoCtrine, there the words ouzht to be 
underſtood according to the Dottrine at that time received. 
Of this we have two remarkable Inſtances in the Council 
of Trent ; + | 

The firſt is about Tndulgences, which that Council i 
its laſt Seſſion never went about to define ; but made uſe of 
the old Word, and ſo declares both Scripture and Antiqui- 
ty for the uſe of them. But there had been a mighty 
change in the DoFrine about them, jince the Word was uſed 
in the Chriſtian Church. No doubt there was a Power in 
the Church to relax Canonical Penances 7n extraordinary 
Caſes; but what could that /ignifie when the Canonical 
Diſcipline was /aid aftde, and a new Method of dealing 
with Penitents was taken up, and another Trade driven 
with Reſpect to Purgatory Pains > For here was a new 
thing carried on under an old Name. And that hath been 
the great Artifice of the Roman Church ; where it hath 
evidently gone off from the old Doctrines, yet 70 retarn 
the old Names, that the unwary might ſtill think, the 
things were the ſame, becauſe the Names were. AS inthe 
preſent Caſe, we deny not the uſe of Indulgences in the 
Primitive Church ; as the Word was uſed for Relaxations 
of the Canonical Diſcipline ; 4«t we utterly deny it as to 
the Pains of Purgatory. And that this was the Senſe 
then receivd in the Church of Rome, appears from the 
Papal Conſtitutions of Boniface the 8th, Clemens the 
6th, and Leo the 10th. But of theſe more hereafter. 
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: The other Tuſtance is in the Word Species ufed by the 
Council of Trent, Sefl. 13. Can. 2. where an Anathema 
is denounced againſt him that denies the Converſion of 
the whole Subſtance of the Elements 1nto the Body and 
Blood of Chriſt, the Species of Bread and Wine only 
remaining. Now a Controverfie hath been ſtarted in the 
Church of Rome, what is to be underſtood by Species, 
whether real Accidents or only Appearances. 

i Some of the Church of Rome who have had a Taft of 

If the New Philoſophy, rejeft any real Accidents, and yet 

it | declare Tranſubſtantiation to be a matter of Faith, ayd 

| go about to explain the Notion of it in another manner. 

MaignanPhi- Among theſe one Emanuel Maignan, a Profeſſer of Divi. 

ney nity at Tholouſe, hath at large undertaken this matter, 

Append. 5, The Method he takes is this. 

(1.) He grants, that nothing remains of the Bread af. 
fer Conſecration, but that whereby it was an Oljelt of | 
Senſe ; becauſe that which is really the Being of one thing 
cannot be the Being of another. And he confeſſes that the 
Modus as 7o the not being of the Subſtance after Coyſe- |} 
cration, zs determind*by the Councils of Conſtance and 
Trent. 
(2.) te aſſerts, that real Accidents, ſuppoſing them ſe- 
: parable from the Subſtance, ' are not that whereby the Ele- 
ments are made the Objeds of Senſe; becauſe they do ut | 
make the Conjunttion between the Objett and the Fa- | 
calty. 
= ) Since he denies, that Accidents have any real Be- 
ng diſtin from the Subſtance they are in, he grants, that | 
'#t is as much a matter of Faith, that there are no real 
Accidents after Conſecration, as that there is no real Sub- 
Stance ; and he brings the Authorities of the Councils of 
| Latcran, Florence and Trent to prove zt. 
(4) 45 
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4.) As the Subſtance did by Divine Concourſe ſo Ad 
ow the Senſes before, as to make it be an Objett of Senſe ; 
ſo after Conſecration, God by his immediate Ai makes the 
ſame Appearances, although the Subſtance be gone. And 
this, he ſaith, us the effe@ of this Miraculous Converſion, 
which is concealed from our Senſes, by God's immediate cau- 
fing the very ſame Appearances, which came before from 
the Subſtance. Which Appearances, he ſaith, are the Spe- 
cies mention'd by the Council of Trent ; and other elder 
Councils and Fathers. 

Againſt this new Hypotheſis, a famous Jeſuit, Theo- 
philus Raynaudus, oppoſed himſelf with great vehemency ; 
and urged theſe Arguments againſt zt. 

(1.) That it overthrows the very Nature of a Sacra- 
ment, leaving no external viſible ſign ; but a perpetual il- 
lufion of the Senſes, in ſuch a manner, that the Error of 
one cannot be corretted by another. | 

(2.) That it overthrows the Deſign of the Sacrament, 
which is to be true and proper Food. My Fleſh is mear 
indeed, &*c. John 6. Which, he ſaith, is to be under- 
flood of the Sacrament, as well as of the Body of Chriſt, 
and therefore cannot agree with an imaginary appea- 
rance. | 

(3.) It is not conſiſtent with the Accidents which befall 
the Sacramental Species, as to be trod under foot, ro 
be caſt into indecent places, to be devoured by Brutes, 
to be Putrified, &c. If the Body of Chriſt withdraws, 
there muſt be ſomething beyond mere Appearances. 

(4.) He makes this Dottrine to be Heretical, becauſe 
the Council of Conſtance condemned: it as an Heretical 
Propoſition, zo affirm, that in the Euchariſt Accidenrs 
do not remain without their Subje&t ; and becauſe the 
Council of Trent uſes the Word Species in the Senſe 
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then generally received, and ſo it frgnified the ſame with 
Accidents. Which, ſaith he, farther appears, becauſg 
the Council ſpeaks of the Species remaining ; but ; 
there be no real Accidents, the Species doth mot remain j, 
the Otje# - but a new Appearance is produced. And jt 
ſeems moſt reaſonable to interpret the Language of the 
Council according 10 the general Senſe wherein the Ward; 
were underſtood at that time. 


VII. What things were diſputed and oppoſed by ſome i 
the Council, without being cenſured for zt, although they 
were afterwards decreed by a Major Party, yet cannot be 
ſaid to have been there received by a Catholick Tradith 
on. Becauſe Matters of Faith which have been univer. 
ally received in the Church, can never be ſuppoſed to be 
conteſted in a Council without Cenſure ; but ;f it appears 
that there were Heats and warm Debates among the Par- 
ries in the Council it ſelf, and both think they ſpeak the 
Senſe of the Catholick Church ; 1hex we muſt either al. 
low that there was then no known Catholick Tradition 
about thoſe matters, or that the Divines of the Church of 
Rome afſembled in Council did not aunderfland what it 
was. And what happens to be decreed by a Majority, can 
never be concluded from thence to have been the Traditi- 
on before, becauſe there was a different Senſe of others 
concerning it. And fince in a diviſion, a fingle Perfun 
may make a Majority, it will be very bard to believe, 
that he carries Intallibility a»d Catholick Tradition along 


with him. 


But I think it Reaſonable in the enquiry after Catho- 
lick Tradition to fake notice of the different Opinions 
the Council ; and among the School-men before it ; and 


not only to obſerve, what was the Senuje of the Roman 
Church, 
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Church, 4«t of the Eaſtern Churches too ; and where 
the matter requires it, to go through the ſeveral Ages of 
the Church up to the Apoſtolical Times ; that 7 may ef- 
feltually prove, that in the main Points in C ontroverſte be- 

tween wu, which are eſtabliſhed by the Council of Trent, 

there cannot be produced any Catholick and Apoſtolical 

Tradition for them, 
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DISPROVED, ©: 


T are Two things deſigned by me in this Trea- 
| tile, | 
1. To ſhew that there isno ſuch thing as uni- 
verſal Tradition for the main Points in Contro- 
verſie between us and the Church of Rome, as they are 
determined by the Council of 7rext. 

2. To give an Account by what Steps and Degrees, 
and on what Occaſion thoſe DoErines and Practices 
came into the Church. 

But before I come to particulars, I fhall lay down 
ſome reaſonable Poſtulata. 


I. Thata Catholick Tradition muſt be univerſally recet- 
ved among the ſound Members of the Catholick Church. 
2. That the force of Tradition lies in the Certainty of 
Conveyance of Matters of Faith from the Apoſtolical 


Times. For no New DoCctrines being pretended to, there 
can 
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can be no Matter of Faith in any Age of the Church, bur 
what was ſo 1n the precedent and ſo up to the Apoſtles 
C1mes. | 

3. That it 1s impoſſible to ſuppoſe the Divines of the 
Catholick Church to be ignorant, what was in their own 
time received for Catholick Tradition. For, if it be fo 
hard ror others to miſtake it, it will be much more & 
tor thoſe whoſe buſinels is to enquire into, and to deliver 
Matters of Faith. | | 


Theſe things premiſed, I now enter upon the Points 
themſelves; and I begin with, 


7. Traditions being a Rule of Faith equal with 
Scriptures, 


This is declared by the Council of 7revt, as the 
Groundwork of their Proceedings. 

The wordsare Seff. 4. That the Couns 
wecron Tradttiones tpſas tum ad cz] receives Traditions both as to Faith 

Kdem tum ad mores pertinentes, tan- ; , : 
quam vel ore tems @ Chriſty vel 4 amd manners, either delivered by Chriſt 
Sprritu _ —_ © _—_— himſelf with his own mouth, or ditated 
ins ig Dietatix affefiu ac re. Gy the Holy Ghoſt, and preſerved in the 
xerentia ſuſcipit & veneratur. Catholick Church by a continual Succeſſion 
with equal Piety of Aﬀettion and Reve- 

rence as the Proofs of holy Scripture. 

Where the Council firſt ſuppoſes there are ſuch Trad: 
2i0ns from Chriſt and the Holy Ghoſt diftintt from Scrip- 
ture which relate to Faith; and then it declares equal Rev 
ſpeft and Veneration due to them. No one queſtions but 
the Word of Chriſt and Diates of the Holy Ghoſt deſerve 
equal Reſpet,howſoeverconveyed to us; But the Point ts, 


whether there was a Catholick Tradition before this _ 
r 


for Traditions being a Rule of Faith. 
for an unwritten Word, as a Foundation of Faith, toge- 
ther with the written Word. . 

x. It is therefore impertinent hereto talk of a 7raditz: 
on before the written Word; for our Debate is concerning 
both being joined together to make a perte&t Rule of 
Faith: and yet this 15 one of the common Pleas on behalf 
of Tradition. 

2. It is likewiſe umpertinent to talk of that Tradition 
whereby we do receive the written Word. Forthe Coun- 
il firſt ſuppoſes the written Word to be received and em- 
braced as the Word of God, before it mentionsthe unwrit- 
ten Word; and therefore, it cannot be underſtood con- 
ccrning that Tradition whereby we receive the Scrip- 
tures. And the Council affirms, That the Trath of the 
Goſpel is contained partly in Books that are written, and 
partly in unwritten Traditions. By the Truth of the Goſ- 
pel they cannot mean the Scriptures being the Word of 
God, but that the word was contained partly in Scrip- 
ture and partly in Tradition ; and it is therefore 1mperti- 
nent to urge the Tradition for Scripture to prove Tradie 
tion to be part of the Rule of Faith, as it is here owned 
by the Council of 7rext. 

3- The Council doth not here ſpeak of a Traditionary 
ſenſe of Scripture, but of a diſtin Rule of Faith from 
the Scripture, For of that it ſpeaks afterwards in the 
Decree about the uſe of the Scripture 5 where it faith, 0 
may ought to interpret Scripture againſt the Senſe of the 
Church to whom it belongs to judge of the trae Senſe and 
Meaning of Scripture, nor againſt the unanimous Conſent of 
the Fathers. Whereby it 1s evident, the Council is not 
to be underſtood of any Conicquences drawn out of 
Scripture concerning things not expreſly contained in it; 
but it ckarly means an unwritten Word diſtin& from the 
written, and not contained in it, which, together with 

| B 2 that, 
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that, makes up a Complete Rule of Faith. This being 
the true ſenſe of the Council, I now ſhew that there was 
no Catholick Tradition tor it. 

Which I ſhall prove by theſe eps: 


1. From the Proceedings of the Council it ſelf, 
2. Fromthe Teſtimony of the Divines of that Church 


before the Council tor ſeveral Centuries. 


#ift, Concil, 
Trident. /. 6. 


fs I 4s 7. 5* 


3. From the Canon Law received and allowed in the 
Church of Rome. 

4. From the ancient Offices uſed inthat Church, 

5. From the Teſiimony of the Fathers. 


1. From the Proceedings of the Council about this 
matter. | 

By the Poſtulata it appears, that the Catholick Tradition 
is ſuch as muſt be known by the ſound members of the 
Church, and eſpecially of the Divines in it. But it ap- 
pears by the moſt allowed Hiſtories of that Council, this 
Rule of Faith was not ſo received there. For Cardinal 
Pallavicini tells us that it was warmly dcbated and can- 
vaſſed even by the Biſhops themſelves. The Biſhop of 
Fano ( Bertanus) urged againſt it, that God bad not grven 
equal firmneſs to Tradition as he had done to Scripture, 
fince ſeveral Traditions had failed. But the Biſhop of Br- 
zoxto ( Muſſus)) oppoſed him and ſaid, Though all Truths 
were not to be equally regarded, yet every word of God 
ought, and Traditions as well as Scripture were the word 
of God, and the firſt Principles of Faith; and the greater 
part of the Council followed him. Ir ſeems then there was 
2 diviſion in the Council about it ; but how could that 
beif there were a Catholick Tradition about this Rule of 
Faith ? Could the Biſhops of the Catholick Church, 
*#henaſſembled in Council to. determine Mattersof Faith, 


Le 
* 
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be no better agreed about the Rule of Faith; and yet 
muſt we believe there was at that time a known Catho- 
lick Tradition about it, and that it was impoſſible they 


ſhould err about ſuch a Tradition? Nay farther, the 


fame Authour tells us, thatalthough this Biſhop had gai- 
red the greateſt part of the Council to him, yet his own 
heart miſgave him, and in the next Congregation him- 
ſe!f propoſed, that inſtead of equal it might be puta ke 
Veneration; and yet we mult believe there was a Catho- 
lick Tradition for an Equal Veneration to Scripture and 
Tradition. But the Biſhop of Chioza, (Naclantus) he 
faith, inveighed more bitterly againſt this Equality, and in 
the face of the Council charged the Dodttrine with Impie- 
ty; and he would not allow any Divine Inſpiration to 
Tradition, but that they were to be conſidered onely as 
Laws of the Church. It's true, he faith he protetied to 
conſent t2 the Decree afterwards, but withall he tells us, 
that he was brought under the Inquiſition not long atter, 
upon ſuſpicion of Hereſie; which ſhews they were nct 
well ſatisfied with his ſubmiſſion. Weare extremely be- 
holden to Cardinal Pa/avicini for his Information in theſe 
matters, which are paſt over too jcjunely by F. Paz. 

2. I proceed to the Teſtimony of the Divines of tlic 
Roman Church before the Council of Trent. It 1s ob- 
ſerved by ſome of them, that when the Fathers appealed 
to the Tradition of the Church in any controverted Point 
of Faith, they made their Appeal to thoſe who wrote be- 
fore the Controverſie was ſtarted ; as S. Augy/tin did a- 


N. 


gzint the Pelagzans, &c. This is a reaſonable Method Ang. 1. 2. « 
of precceding, in caſe Tradition be a Rule of Faith: and J42 


therefore mult be ſo even in this point, whether Traditt- 
on be. ſuch a Rule or not. For the Divines who wrote 
before could not be ignorant of the Rule of Faith they re- 
ceived among themſelves. 


Gabricd. 
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Gabriel Biel lived in the latter end of 
the 15th Cencury, and he affirms, that 


Et cetera noſtre ſaluti neceſſaria, yghe Scripture alone teache 
que omnia ſola docet ſacra Scriptu- / ves all t hings Nee 


1. Leflim. in Canin. Miſſe 91. Cefary to ſalvation; and he inflances is 
the things to be done and to be awided, t9 
be loved and to be deſpiſed, robe believed 

Hec autemn in joys —_— and to be hoped for. And again, that the 
djcntr. er uo lr enam in. 171 of God ts to be underſtood by the 
ib, Scriptures, and by them alone we know the 

whole V//iY of God. 1 the whole Will of 
God were tobeknown uy the Scripture, how could part 
of it be preterved in an unwritten Tradition? And if 
this were then partot the Rule of Faith, how could ſuch 
a Man, who was Profeſſour of Divinity at Tubing be ig- 
norant of it? TI know he faith: he took the main of his | 
Book trom the Lectures of Fggelingus, in the Cathedral { 
Church at Merz; but this adds greater ſtrength to the |} 
Argument, finceit appears hereby that this DoQtine was 
not confined to the Schools, but openly delivered in one 
of the moſt tamous Churches of Germany. 

Cajetan died not above 12 Years before the Council, : 
who agrees with this Doarine of Bie/or Fzgelingws (and |} 
he was accounted the Oracle of his time tor Div:nity) for {| 

he affirms that the Scripture gives ſuch 
Ecce quo tendit utilits divine 4 perfection to a Man of Grd (or one that 

Scriprurs ad perfectionem hominis ah / h; , =& 

Dei C hoc eſt qui totum ſeipſum devoutly ſerves him ) that thereby he | 

Des dat ) perfeetimem inquam ta- accompiiſhed for every good Work; HOW 

par pg Frag = "can this be, if there be another Rule of 
Faith quite diſtin& from the Written 
Word ? 
'  Belarmin indeed grants, that all things which are | 
, femply neceſſary to the Salvationof all, are plainly contained | 
in Scripture, by which he yields, that the Scripture | 


alone is the Rule of Faith as to neceſſary points ; and - 
calls 
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callsthe Scripture the certain and ſtable Rule of Faith, yea 

the moſt certain and moſt ſecure Rule. If there be then __ Bis ils 
any other, it muſt be /e/s certain and about points no ,j, ws. 
weceſſary to Salvation ; Z. e. it mult be a Rule where /los que ſunt 
there is no need of a Rule. For it Mens Salvation be ſuf- 97m.” po 
ficiently provided for, by the Written Rule; and the que 5/5 pa- 
Divine Revelation, be in Order to mens Salvation, what nar ones 


need any other Revelation to the Church, beiides what caverun: 


itten ? Bellarm. de 
is Written ? ons 


. . & «Co I Bo 
Ilud imprimis ftatuendum erit Propheticos & Apyſtolicos Iibros juxta mentem Eikſis Ca- 


thilice verumeſſe verbum Det C5 certam ac ſtabilem Regulam fidet, Id, l.1.c.1, 

At ſacris Scripturis que Propheticis & Apyftoltcts literis continentur, nihil eſt notins, nihil 
certins, Id. c. 2. ; 23 EG | 

Quare cum Sacra Scriptura Regula credenat certiſſuma tutiſſimaque ſit, Ibid, 


He aſſerts farther, that nothing is de fide, but what God L. 4. c. 9, 
hath revealed to the Prophets and Apoſtles, or is deduced 
from thence. This he brings to prove that whatſoever was 
received as a matter of Faith in the Church, which is not 
found in Scripture muſt have come from an Apoſtolical 
Tradition. But if it be weceſſary to Salvation, according 
to his own Conceſſion it muſt be written ; and if it benor, 
how comes it to be received as a. matter of Faith? unleſs it 
be firſt proved, that it is neceſlary to Salvation to receive 
an unwritten Rule of Faith, as well as a written? For, 
either it muſt be neceſſary on-:itsown Account, and then 
he ſaith it muſt be written ; and if not, then it can beno 
otherwiſe neceſſary than becauſe it is to be believed on 
the Accountof a Rule, which makes it neceſſary. And 
coni:quencly that Rule muſt be firſt proved to be a ne- 
ceſlary Article of Faith : Which Be//armiz hath no 
where done; but onely ſets down Rules about knowing 
true Apoſtolical Traditions from others in matters of 
Faith, wherein he wiſely ſuppoſes that which he was to 
prove. And. 
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And the true Occaſion of ſetting up this new Rule of 
Faith is intimated by Be/armin himſelf in his firſt Rule 
of judging true Apoitolical Traditions, Which is, whey 
the Church believes any thing as a Dottrine of Paithwhich 
is not in Scripture, then faith he, we muſt judge it to be 
an Apoſtolical Tradition. "Nky fo 2 Otherwiſe the Church 
muſt have erred in taking that for a maiter of Faith which 
was not. And this is the great Secret about this New 
Rule of Faith; they ſaw plainly ſeveral things were 
impoſed on the Faith of Chriſtians, which could not be 
proved from Scripture; and they muſt not yield they 
had once miſtaken, and theretore this New, Additional 
Leſs certain Rule for unnece{ary Poinrs muſt be advanced, 
although they wanted Tradi#ion among themſelves to 
prove 7raditiona Rule of Faith, which I ſhall now farther 
make appear from their own Schoo! Dzvines betore the 
Council of 7rext. 

We are to obſerve among them what thoſe are which 
they ſtrictly call Theological Traths, and by them we ſhall 
judge, what they made tbe Ruleof Faith. For, they do 
not make a bare Reve/ation to any Perſon a ſufficient 

* £: 4zantun Ground for Faith ; but they ſay * the Revelation muſt be 
a ea jas publick, and deſigned for the general Benefit of the Church ; 
comm and ſo Aquinas determines Þ that our Faith reſts cnely upon 
denda que the Revelations made to the Prophets and Ap/tles; and 
"nga a* Theological Truths are ſuch as are immediately deduced 
3 171. pro. from the Principles of Faith, i.e. from publick Divine Re- 
71-4 1-45 velations owned and received by the Church. The 
i Mcch.Cav. modern School men, || who follow the Council of 7rent 
* $2:,5* make 7heological Truths to be deduced from the unwritten 
as well as the Written word ; or elſe they would not 
ſpeak confonantly ro their own Dottrine. And theretore 
it thoſe before them deduce Theological Traths onely irom 
the Written Word, then it will follow that they _— =_ 
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hold the wmwrirten Word to be a Rule of Faith. 

Marſilius ab Trghen was firſt Profeſſor of Divinity of 
Heidelberg ( at the latter end of the 15th Century taith 
Belarmin, but Trithemtns faith the 14h ) and he deter- ; 
mines, that a Theological Propo/ition is that which is poſe- mich 
tively aſſerted in Scripture or deduced from thence by good 1, tr. Prozm. 
Conſequence ; and that a 7 heological Truth fliriftly taken is + 2+ att» 2» 
the Truth of an Article of Faith, or ſomething expreſſed in 
the Bible, or deduced from thence. He mentions Ape/foli- 
cal Traditions afterwards , and joins them with Zeccle/c2- 
ſtical Eliſtories and Martyroiogies. So far was he from ſup- 
poſing them to be part of the Rule of Faith. 

[n the beginning of the 1 57h Century lived Petrus de 
Alliaco, one as famous for his skill in Divinity, as for his Per. de Allta- 
Dignity in the Church, He faith , 7hat Theological Dif- 13 nh.” 
courſe is founded on Scripture, and a Theological Prof a. 3+ 
muſt be drawn from thence; that Theological Principles are 
the Truths contained in the Canon of Scripture ; and Con- 
clulrons are ſuch as are drawn out of what is contained in 
Scripture. So that he not onely makes the Scripture the 
Foundation of Faith , but of all forts of true Reaſoning a- 
bout it. He knew nothing of Cardinal Palavicini's two 
firſt Principles of Faith. 

To the fame purpoſe ſpeaks Gregorius Ariminenfis, a- 
bout the middle of the 14:4 Century he faith , al Theo- Greg. Ari- 
legical Diſcourſe 1s grounded on Scripture and the Conſe- CO TRY! 
quences from it; Which he not onely proves from Tefti- 
mony , but ex communi omnium conceptione , from the'ge- 
neral Conſent of Chriſtians. For, faith ie, all are agreed 
that then a thing is proved Theologically, when it is proved 
from the Words of Scriptme. $9 that here we heve j-lain 
Tradition, againit Traditions being a diſtinit Rule of Faith, 
and this delivercd by the General of an Ocder in ihe 
Church of Rome. He affirms that the Principles of Theo- 

C logy, 
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logy, are no other than the Truths contained inthe Ca: 
non of Scripture ; and that tie Reſokition of all 7, heological 
Diſcourſe 1s into them ; a:d that rhere can be no Theg. 
logical Concluſion , but whit 15 drawn from Scripture, 
- <voggy ge in the ormer part ot tnat Century lived Darandus , 
he gives a rhr-<toid Senſe 0: Theoluny, 1. For a hatit 
whereby we ajjent to thaje things which are contained i 
Scripture, as they are there delivered. 2, For a hatit 
whereby thoſe things are deferded and te-lared which are 
a.1z delivered in Scripture. 3. for a habir of thiſe things 
which are deduced out of Articles of Faith ; and ſo it is 
n 21 all cne with the holy Scripture. 
> - And in another place he affirms, that all Truth i cow. 
4 Diſt.25- p41;ned in the Foly Scripture at large : but for the People's 
wy Conveniency the neceſſary Points are ſummed up in the 
Apeſtles Creed. 

In his Preface before his Book on the Sentences he 
highly commends the Scriptures for their Dignity, their 
ſefulneſs, their Certainty, their Depth ; and aiter all 
concludes, that in matiers of Faith men ought to ſpeak 
agreeably to the Scriptures; and whoſoever doth not, breaks 
the Rule of the Scriptures, which he calls the M-aſure of 
our Faith. What Tradition did appear then for another 
Rule of Faith in the 1474 Century ? 

But before I proceed higher I ſhall ſhew rhe Conſent 
of others with theſe School Divines in the three laſt 
Centuries before the Council of Trent. Tn the middle of 
the 157th lived Nicholaus Panormitanus; 916 of migitty Re- 
putation for his ski!l in the Canon Law. In the Ci St 

ficaſti prima. 1. de Eleit ione debating ihe 

OO > =>-009 apo" ti. Authority of Pope and Council, he ſaith, 

ferendum ditt; ANES 1t aevere- If the Pope hath better Reaſon his A- 

1 mel1971946 Yatonou mul 45 thority IS greater than the Councils; and 

veteris Teſtament! quam Papa. if any private perſon in matters of _y 
rai 
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hath better Reaſon out of Scripture than the Pope, his ſay- 
ing is to be preferred above the Pope's. Which words do 
plainly ſhew, that the Scripture was then looked on as 
the onely Rule of Faith ; or elle no Man's grounding him- 
ſelf on Scripture could i1ake his Doftrine to be preferred 
before the Pope's ; who might alledge 7rad#tion agunſt 
him, and it that were a'1 equal ]tule of Faith , the Doc- 
trine of one Rule could not be preierred betore the other. 


At the ſame time live:1 7e/tatus the famous Biſhop of 
Avila, one of infinite 11d; {try and great Judgment, and 
thcrefore could not be mi;-aken in the Rale of Faith. In 


his Preface on Gere/rs he faith, that there 
muſt be a Rule for our underſtandings to be 
regulated by, and that Rule wuſt be moſt 
certain; that Divine Faith is the moſt 
certain; and that is contained in Scripture, 
and therefore we muſt regulate our under- 
ftandings thereby. And this he makes to 
be the meaſure of Truth and Falſhood. Tf 
he knew any other Rule of Faith beſides 
the Scriptures, he would have mentioned 
it 1n this place; 


Cum ergo in omni veritate veri- 
tas divina fit certior (F immutabilt- 
or, ergo omnes aliz dehent regulart 
per illam, (F in quantum conforman- 
tur 111 ſunt vere , in quantum au- 
tem deviant ab illa, deviant a na- 
tura veritats. Sacra autem Scrip- 
tura veritas divina eft , ideo judict- 
um noſtrum debemus regulare per t1- 
lam applicands ad eam, oc. Toſtat: 
in Ep. Hicron. c. 6. p. 28. D. 


and not have direfted Men onely to 


them, as the exact meaſure of Truth and Falſhood, 
In the beginning of this Century Thomas Walden (Con- 


teſſor to our Z7enry 5th, faith 7rithemins, ) diſputed ſharp- 
ly againſt zc&/:F}; but he durſt not ſet up the Churches 
Authority or Tradition equal with the Scriptures. For 
when he mentions 7radirion after Scriptures, he utterly 


diſclaims any ſuch thought as that of Equa- 
lity between them ; but he deſires a due 
diſtance may be kept between Canonical 
Scripture and Eccleſraſtical Authority or 
Tradition. In the firſt place he ſaith, we 
ought to believe the holy Scriptures; then 
C2 


Non quod in Anforitate equantur, 
abſit ; ſed ſequantur. Non quidem 
in ſubfidinm Audtoritatis Canonice , 
fed in admonitionem poſterarum, l. 2: 
Art. 2. C. 22, 


the 
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12 


Co 20, 


Ce 27» 


No Catholich Tradition 


the Definitions and Cuſtoms of the Cathzlick Church ; but 
he more tully explains nunvicit 1n aQomer place , where 
he plainly aſſerts, that nothing elle 1s to be riceivel |, 
fach Faith as the Scripture an'l Ctr ji's ſyrnbelica! Church; 
but for all other Authorities, the leweſt degree ;5 that if 
Catholick Traditing , the next of : fe Biſhops , ejrec3 ally of 
the Apoſiulical Churches, ond ti: Rowan in tho fir(; place ; 
and above all theſe he places that of : Genera! Lounci!; but 
when he hath ſo clone, he faun, al rele 4uthor;iiey gre 
to be regarded but as the Trſtrultions of Fliers, aud Ad 
monitions of Fathers. So that the ci! DQvps 1:5 ot Wick 
[iff had not yet tound out this new {file of Fuith, 


Toh. Gerſon. R, __ x . p i iS SOR, 
SN Ds. Much abecut the ſame time lived ob. Gorjou, whom 


Cardinal Zatare/la declared, in the Councii of Conitance, 


Purt.z. Cor. 70 be the greateſt Divine of his time, and therelore could 


not be ignorant of the 7rue Rule of Faith, He agrees with 
Panormitan in this, that if a wan be well skilled in Scrip 
zures, his Doilrine deſerves more to be regarded than the 
Pope's Declaraticn ; for, faith he, the Goſpel is more to be 
believed than the Pipe , and if ſuch a one teaches a Dice 
?rine to be contained in Scripture , which the Pope either 
inows not or miſtakes, it is plain whoſe Judgment is tobe pre 
ferred. Nay, he goes farther, that if in a General Council 
ve finds the Majority incline to that part which is contrary t6 
Scripture, he is bound to oppoſe it, and he inſtances in 
lary. And he thews, that fince the Canon of Scripture re- 
cerved by the Church , no. Authority of the Church is to be 
equalled to it. He allows a Jadgment of Diſcretion in pri- 
vate perſons, and a Certainty of the literal Senſe of Scrip- 

ture a:tainable thereby. He makes rhe 


: Nihil audendam dicere de arut- C-ripture the onely Banding infallible Rule 
nis nift gue nbis a Sacra Scripturd TIP a / 

tradita ſunt. Cujas ratio ſt, 449 C Faith {or the whole Charch 70 the ene of 
num Scriptura nab tradira eft rar he yorld, And whatever Doctrine 7s no! 
gaam Regaia ſufficiens Yo inf 71h1- 
lis, pro Kegimnine torts Eccleſraſtye 


arreeable thereto, is to be rejetted either 


a 
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a Heret ical, ſuſpicious , or -empertinent C2 Corports Oo membroyum uſque tn 

lizien, If the Council of Trexe had Pom entre Eft tgitur ralts Ars, 
to Re 12100. 1e C reut Þ ralis regule, vel exemplar, cur ſe 
One by this Rule, we had never h-ard mn conformans alia De#rina, wel 


. "xs. 7 abjicienda eſt ut hereticalis, aut. 
of the Creed ot Pius IV. ſuſpeta, aut impertinens ad Reli- 


gionem prorſus eft hab:nda. Exam. Dodtr, Patt. 2. Conſid. 1, 


[n the beginning of the 14th Century lived Nicolaus 
de Lyra, who parallels the Scriptures ia matters of Faith Lyra, Preſar. 
with Firſt-principles in Sciences ; tor as other Truths arg O_ 
tried in them by their reduction to Firſt-principles, fo in 
matters of Faith by their reduction to Canonical Scriptures, 
which are of divine Revelation, which is tirp-{ible to te 
falſe. If he had known any o:her Principles which would 
have made Faith impoiiible to be falte, he would never 
have ſpoken thus of Scripture alone. But to return to 
the School Divines. 
About'the ſame time lived Foh. Duns Scotus, the head 
of a School, famous tor Subtilry ; Heatftirms, that the Scot. in Sen- 
holy Scripture doth ſufficiently contain all matters nece(ſa- rags 
ry to ſalvation; becauſe by it we know what we are to be 
lieve, hope for, and prattiſe. And after he hath enlarged 
upon them, he concludes in theſe words, pazet quod Scrip- 
tura ſacra ſufficienter continet Dottrinam neceſſariam wiato- 
r;, It this be underſtood onely of Points amply neceſſary, 
tnen however it proves, that all ſuch things neceſlary to 
Salvation ace therein contained ; and no man 1s bound 
toenquire after unneceſſary Points... How then can it be - 
neceſjary to embrace another Rule of Faith, when all 
things necetlary to Salvation are ſufficiently contained 
11 Scripture? 


But Thomas Aquinas is more expreſs , E« emimqueer fla Dei-urlante- 
te ſupra omne dcbitam Creatiis , 


. 


' : OBE of 5 > %, # , | . 

oy this matter ; tor he ſaith, 7-37 thoſe mbis nnote/ ere non pojſunt, nit (14s 

Tings which depend on the Will of God, tens in jocra Scriptura traduntur, 

ans as = : per quam Uioma wiluntas nabis in> 
are above any deſert of ours, can 'wrcſr, 3-9. 1.8. 3. in C 


le 


4 


SuarcZ, 71 3» 
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be known no otherways by us, than as they are delivered in 
Scriptures by the Will of God, which is made known to ug, 

This is ſo remarkable a Paſſige, that Swarez could not 
let it eſcape without corrupting It ; tor inflead of Scrip- 
ture he makes him to ſpear of Divine Revelation in OC 
neral, viz. under Scripture he comprehends all; that is, 
under the written Word he means the anwritten. It he 
had mean: ſo, he was able to have expreſſed his own 
mind more plainly ; and Cajeran apprehended nofuch mea- 
ning in his words, But titis 15 a matter of ſo great con- 
ſequence, that I ſha!l prove from other paſſages in him, 
that he eſſerted the fame Doftrine, viz. That the Scrip- 
ture was the oncly Role of Faith. 

1. He makes no Proofs of matters of 


Autharitatibus autem Canonice : 
Scripturg utitur proprie ex necefſita- Faith io he ſuftcient but ſuch as are de 


te argumentand) z autoritatibus au=2 duced from Scri ptwre ; and all other Ar 
rem al:orum Do&orum Eccleſie qua- k Wha: Ph 9 

fi arguzndy ex propriis ſod probabi- gaments from Authortty ro be 07CL) pro 
lrrer. Trnitur enim fides niftra bable ; nay although ſuch Perſons had pare 
Revelation dpoſtolis &5 Prophets ;;culir Revelatioas. How can this be 
fate, qur Canenicos Irbros ſcripſe= = 
yunt, nan autem Revelationi fi qua COnſiltent with another Rule of Faith di- 


fat altts Dodortbus fatta. I» 4. 1.4, {linct from Scripture? For if 11e nad OW- 


8. ad 2» 


Que tgitur fide ſunt non ſunt ten- 
Panda probart nifſt per Autoritates 


ned any ſuch, he muſt have deduced ne- 

ceſſary Arguments irom thence, as well as trom Canont 

cal Scriptures. But it all other Authorities Le onely pro- 

bable, then they cannot make any thing neceſlary to be 
believed. 

2. He affirms, that to thoſe who re- 

cerve the Scriptures we are to prove 1n0- 


hs qui Autoritales ſuſiptunt. 1. 9. thing but by the SCriptures, as matter of 


32, &. Is Co 


St autem ad weritatem el-quin- 


Faith. For by Authorities he means no- 
thing but the Scriptures; as appears by 


rum {c. ſacrorum reſpicit, hoc & nos the former place, and by what follows, 
armani contehogy where he mentions the Canon of Scripture 
exprelly. 


3. He 


I 
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ts 


; He aſlerts that the Articles of the Creed are all 
contained in Scripture, and are draws out of Scripture, 


and put together by the Church onely for 
the Eaſe of the People. From hence it ne- 
neſfarily follows that the Reaſon of be- 
lieving the Articles of the Creed, 15 to 
be taken from the written Word and not 
from any unwritten Tradition. For elſe 
he needed not to have been fo careſu!] 
to ſhew, that they were all taken out of 
Scripture. 


Dicendum quod weritas fidet in 
Sacra Scriptura difface contine= 
tur — ide) fuit neceſJariam ut ex 
fententis Sacre Scrijture aliquid 
manifeſtum jummarie collrgeretar , 
qung proponeretur omnibus ad cre- 
dendum;, quod quidem nom eft ad- 
ditum Sacre Scriptars, ſed porting ex 
Sacra Scriptura ſumptum, 2.2.4. Is 
as 9, 4d primum:. 


4. He diſtinguiſheth the Matters of Faith in Scriptare, 


Credibilia; theſe he ſaith every one 75 
bound explicitly to believe ; but for other 
things he is bound onely implicitly, or 
in a preparation of mind, to believe what- 
ever us contained in Scripture ; and then 
onely is he bound to believe explicitly 
when it is made clear to him to be con- 
tained in the Doftrine of Faith, Which 
words muſt imply the Scrzprare to be 
the onely Rule of Faith; For other- 
wife implicit Faith, mult relateto what- 
ever is provedto be an anwritten Word, 


fome to be believed for themſelves, which he calls prima 


Quantum ad prima Credililia, 
gqug ſunt Articali fider, tenetur him) 
explicits credere, ficut oF tenetur 
havere fidem. Quantum autem ad 
alia credibilia nn tenetur hum exe 
plicite credere, fed ſolum implicite, 
vel in preparatione animi im quan- 
tam paratus eft credere quicquid 
Scriptura continet; ſed tunc ſolun 
hujuſmodi tenetur explicite credere, 
guana? hoc et conſtitzrit in Doftring, 
fidet contzneri, 2. 2+4. 24.4 5+ 6 


From all this it appears that Aquinas knew nothing 
ofa Traditional Rule of Faith; although he I'ved atter 
the Lateray Council A, D. i215. being born about nine 


Years aiter It. 

And Bonauenture, Who died the fame 
year With him, affirms, tha: Hot ming was 
to 5eſaid, (abour Matters cf Faich) Lut 
whar i made clear out of the holy Scrip- 
Fares, 


Ft mhil nobzs dicendam eft, pr - 
ter ea guts nobis ex Sacrts Elyquies 
claret. Bonav, in 3 Sent. Diſt, 7% 
Att, 2+ 4. 2» 
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3. Asto the Canon Law collefted by Gratian, I do not 
inſiſt upon its Confirmation by Eugenius, but upon its 
weiverſal Reception 1N the Church of Rome. And from 
thence I ſhall evidently prove that Tradition was not al- 
lowed to bea Rule of Faith equal with the Scriptures. 

Diſt. 9. £.3, 4» 5» 7» 8, 9, I0- The Authority and Tn- 


fallibility of the holy Scripture is aſſerted above all other 


Writings whatſoever ; for all other Writings are to be exa- 
mined, and men are tojudge of them as they ſee cauſe. 


Now Bellarmin tells us, that the anwritten Word is ſo De verbs De# 
called, not that it always continues unwritten, but that it EEG 


was ſo by the firſt Authour of it. So that the unwritten 
Word dothnot depend on mere Oral Tradition, according 
to him, but it may be found in the Writers of the Church ; 
but the Canon Law expreſly excludes a/ ether Writings, 
let them contain what they will, from being admitted 
to any Competition with Canonzcal Scripture; and there- 
fore according to that, no part of the Rule of Faith was 
contained in any other than Canonical Scriptures. 

Diſt. 37.c. Relatum, A man is fuppo- | 


Faith in the Scriptures. veritatts ſuſceperit. 


Cc anſ. 8. q. I.C. Nec [ufficere, The $ crip- Qutbus ſacris literis unica eft cre- 
tures are ſaid to be the onely Rule both ends pariter & vivendi Regul 


pr eſcripte. 


of Faith and Life. 

And the Gloſs on-the Canon Law there owns the Scrip- 
ture to be the Rule for matters of Faith; but very plea- 
ſantly applies it tothe Clergy, and thinks Images enough 
for the Laity. 

Cauſ. 24. q.1.c. Nonafferentes. The Scriptures are ac- 
knowledged to be the true Balance ; and that we are not 
ſo much to weigh what we find there, as to own what we find 
there already weighed. Which muſt imply the Scripture 
alone to be that Meaſure we are to truſt to, —_ 

Diſt. 


Co 123» 


: Cum enim ex divinir Scripturis 
ſed to have an entire and firm Rule of integram quis (oy firmam pane 


L_ 
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Diſt. 8.c. 4. 5, 6,7,8,9. It is there ſaid, har c,. 
ftome muſt yield to Truth and Reaſon, when that is diſcove. 
red, and that for this Reaſon, becauſe Chriſ? faid, Tam Truth 
and not Cu/tome. Now, it Tradition be an Infallible Rule 
of Faith, Cuſtome ought always to be preſumed to have 
Truth and Reaſon of 1ts fide. or, if we can once ſup. 
poſe a Cuſlome to prevail in the Church againſt Truth 
and Reaſon, it is impoſiible that Tradition thould be In. 
fallible; for what is that but Ancient Cuitonne > 

Cauſ. I1.Q. 3- C. ICl. S7 3 quz preeſe. If any one 
commands what God hath forbidden, «r ferbids what 
God hath commanded, he 1 to be accarſed of all that 
love God. And if he requires any thing befides the Will 
of God, or what God hath evidently required in Scrips 
ture, he is to be looked on as a falſe Witneſs of God, and 
a Sacrilegious Perſon, How can this be, it there be anc» 
ther infallible way of conveying the'Will of God beſides 
Lie SCriptures 2? 

Canſ. 2.4.9. Z.C. ZO.c. uid autem. In 


ll Sed in hanc infiptentzam cadunt, 
Wi gui ciun ad cogn'ſcendam veritatem 
aliqu impediuntur obſcuro, non ad 
Propheticas woces, non 'ad Apoſtolze 
sas titer as, nec ad Ewvangelicas auc- 
boritates, fed ad ferpſos recurrunt. 


matters of doubt it is ſaid that men are 
to fly to the Written word for ſatisfattion, 
and that it is folly not to doe it. It is 
true, Mens own Fancies are oppoſed to 
Scripture, but againſt Mens Fancies no 
other Rue 1s mentioned but that of the 
Written Word. 


- Joh. 22. Extravag. c. (Quia quorundam. Tit. 14. makes 


his Appeal to' Scripture in the Controverſie then on foot 
about Uſe and Property ; Dicunt nobi; uli legunt, Oc. and 
he ſhews that if it were a matter of Faith, it muſt becon- 


Nec quaſi hoc ſacra Scriptura cone 
tineat, quo negat? tota Scriptura ſas 
cra red.litar aubia;, (oF per conſe- 
quens articalt Fidel, qui habeat per 


tain?d in Scripture, either expreſly or by 
reduttiom ; otherwiſe the Scripture would 
be no certain Rule; and by conſequence, 
the Articles of Faith which are mm 
'J 


for Traditions being a Rule of Faith. 


; tur dubit (OF incertt, 
ufl and uncertain. & 


The Gloſſer there faith, Whence comes this conſequence 2 
and refers to another place ; where he makes it out thus; 


that Faith can onely be proved by the Scripture, and there- | 
fore if the Authority of that be deſtroyd, Faith would **trav. Johe 


- © 22.Cum inter 
be taken away. The Roman Editors for an Anti- Glff. per con- 
ſequens. 


Turrecrem. 


dote refer to Cardinal Turrecremata, who doth indeed 


by Scriptare, would be rendred deubt- Scripturam ſacram probari redduns 


ſpzak of Catholick Truths, which are not to be found in ge Ecefia, 
the Cann of Scripture; and he quotes a paſlage in the a 
Canon Law for it under-the name of Alex. 3.c: cam Mar- * 


the Extrav. de Celebr. Miſſe. but in truth it is Innoc. 3. 
Decretal. 1.3. Tit. qi. and yet this will not prove what 
he aims at; for the Queſtion was about the Authour of 
the Words added in the Euchariſt to thoſe of Chriſt's 
Inſtitution; and he - pleads that many of Chriſt's words 
and actions are omitted by the Evangeliſts, which the 
Apoſtles afterwards ſet down; and he inſtances in Saint 
Paul, as to thoſe words of Chriſt, 7* is more bleſſed to 
give than to receive; and elſewhere. But what is all 
this to Catholick Truths not being contained in Scrip- 
ture either in words or by conſequence 2 The Cardinal 
was here very much to ſeek, when he had nothing but 
{uch a Teſtimony as this to produce in ſo weighty and 


ſo new a Do&rine, The beſt Argument he produces is, Turrecrem: 


a horrible blunder of Gratiar's, where S. Auguſtin ſeems 
to reckon the Decretal Epiſtles equal with the Scrip- 
tures, Dit. 19. c. i# Canonicts ; which the Roman Cor- 
rectors were aſhamed of, and confeſs that S. Augy/tir 
ſpeaks onely of Canonical Epiſtles in Scripture. So hard 
muſt they ſtrain, who among Chriſtians would ſet up 
any other Rule equal with the Written Word. 

4 I proceed to prove this from the ancient Offices of 
the Roman Church, | 
D 2 In 


L. 2: Cc. 18. 


Si, 
20 


Morin. de 
Ordinat. S$a- 


CTIS, Þe 27 5s 


Morin-p.333» 


Mabillon A- 
nalet. To. 2» 
pr 458. 
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In the Office produced by Morinus out of the Vatican 
MS. which he faith was very ancient ; the Biſhop before 
his Conſecration was asked, If he would accommodate alt 
his prudence, to the beſt of his Skill, to the Senſe of Holy 
Scripture ? | | 

Reſp. Tes, Twill with all my heart conſent, and obey. it 
in all things. 

Inter. Wilt thou teach the People by Word and Ex. 
ample, the things which thou learneſt out of holy Serig- 
tZures ? 

Reſp. 7 wil. 

Andthen immediately follows the Examen about Manners, 

In another old Office of S. Yi&or's, there are the ſame 
Queſtions in the ſame manner. | 

And ſo in another of the Church: of Rowe lately pro- 
duced by Mabilon, which he faith-was about Wiltam 
the Conquerour's time, there is not a word about 7r4 
ditions ; which crept into the Ordo. Romanus, and from 
thence hath been continued in the:Roman- Pontificals, 
But it is obſervable, that the Ordo Romanus owns that 
the Examen was originally taken out of the Gallican Of- 
fices, (although it does not appear in thoſe imperfe& 
ones lately publiſhed at Rowe by Themaſius) and there- 
fore we may juſtly ſuſpeR that the additional Queſtions 
about Traditions were the Reman Interpolations, after 
it cameto be uſed in that Pontifical. 

And the firſt Office in Morinus was the true ancient 
Gallican Office. But if Tradition had been then owned 
as a Rule of Faith, it ought no more to have been omit- 
ted in the ancient Offices than in the modern. 

And the ancient Writers about Eccleſiaſtical Offices 
ſpeak very agreeably to the moſt ancient Offices about 


Amalarius de this matter, Amalarius faith the Goſpel i the Fountam 


Officits, b. 3» 


of Wiſedom ; and that the Preachers ought to _ the 
UA 
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Buangelical Truth out of the ſacred Books. Hidore, todor. de 0f: 
rhat we ought to think nothing ( as to matters of Faith) fic- 4. 2.c. 23. 
tut what is contained in the two Teſtaments, Rabanus gay. maur, 
Maurus, that the knowledge of the Scriptures u the foun- rant wgg 
dation and perfection of Prudence, That Trath and Wiſe- j 3 here 
dom are to be tried by them; and the perfett inſtrutti- 

on of Life is contained in them. Our Venerable Bede peq. incan. 

ees with them, when he ſaith, that the true Teachers |. 5. 
take out of the Scriptures of the old and new Teſtament arts ogy 
that which they preach : and therefore have their minds 
imployd in finding. out the true meaning of them. 

5, I now. come to the Fathers; wherein I am in great Yindic.of the 
meaſure prevented by a late Diſcourſe, wherein it is at ribs nag 
large ſhewed that the Fathers made uſe of no other Rule 
but the Scriptures for deciding Controverſies ;. therefore 
I ſhall take another method, which is to thew that thoſe 
who do ſpeak moſt advantageouſly of 7radition, did not 
intend to ſet up another R/e of Faith diſtin from - 
Scripture. 

And here I ſhall paſs over all thoſe Teſtimonies of Fa- 
thers which ſpeak either of Tradition before the Canon of 
Scripture, or to thoſe who did not receive it, or of the 
Tradition of Scripture it ſelf, or of fome Rites and Ca-- 
floms of the Church, as wholly impertinent. And when : 
theſe are cut off, there remain ſcarce any to be-confide- 
red, beſides that of Yincentius Lerinenſis, and. one Te- 
ſtimony of S. Baſil. 

I begin with Yncentius Lerinenſis,, who by ſome is 
thought fo great a Favourer of Tradition; but he faith cm, x, 
not a word of it asa Rule of Faith diſtin from Scrip- < 2--- 
ture; for he aſſerts the Canon of Scripture to be ſufficient ;,y, fe per- 


Ye : ; vat ne feftus Scrip- 
of it ſelf for all things. How can that be, if Tradition tarum Ca- 


be a Rule of Faith diſtin&t from-it? He makes indeed " £%s; ad 


omma ſatis 


Catholick Tradition the beſt Interpreter of Scripture ; pers; ſufi-. 
and £1ats 
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and we have no reaſon to decline it in the Points in gig 
pute between us, it YVincentius his Rules be follow'd. 

1. If Antiquity, Univerſality and Conſent be joyned 

2. If the difference be obſerved between old Errors 

c. 39 and new ones. Fer, faith he, when they had length if 
time, Truth is more eaſily concealed, by thoſe who are 
concerned to ſuppreſs it. And in thoſe Caſes we haye 
0 other way to deal with them, but by Scripture aud 
anctent Councils, And this is the Rule we profes to 
hold to. 

But to ſuppoſe any one part of the Church'to aſſume 
to it felt the Title of Catholick, and then to determine 
what is to be held for Catholick Tradition by all Mem- 
bers of the Catholick Church, 1s a thing in it ſelf unrez- 
ſonable, and leaves that part under an impoſſibility of 
being reclaimed. For in caſe the Corrupt Part bejudge, 
we may be ſureno Corruptions will be ever owned, Yiz- 

c. 4%. Ccentius grants that Arianiſm had once extremely the ad- 
vantage in Point of Univerſality, and had many Coun- 
cilsof its fide ; if now the prevailing Party be to judge of 
Catholick Tradition, and all are bound to ſubmit to its 
Decrees without farther Examination, as the Authour | 

&f the Neceſſi- of the Guide in Controverſres ſaith upon theſe Rules of 
ry of Coarch- Viucentius ; then I fay all men were then bound to de- 
viieer# et” clare themſelves Ariavs . For if the Guides of the prefent 
Church are to be truſted and relied upon for the Dettrine 
of the Apoſtolical Church dewnwards ; how was it polſlible 
jor any Members of the Church then' to oppoſe A4rza- 
ziſm, and to reform the Church after its prevalency ? 

2. 199, To lay zt was condemned by a former Council, doth by ro 
means clear the difficulty ; For the preſent Guides muſt be 
truſted, whether they were rightly condenined or not; 
and nothing can be more certain, than that they would 
be ſure to condemn thoſe who condemned them. Put 

Vincen= 
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Vincentius faith, Every true Lover of Chriſt preferred the 
ancient Faith before the novel betraying of it; but then he 
muſt chuſe this ancient Faith againſt rhe jadgment of the 
preſent Guides of the Church. And therefore that, 
according to YVincentius, can be no Infallible Ruie of 

Faiti, | 

But whether the preſent Univerſality diſſents from Anu» 
tiquity, whoſe Fud ment ſhould be ſooner taken than its 
ops 2 faith the ſame Authour, This had been an excel- 
kent Argument in the mouth of @r/aczus or Valens at the 
Council of 4riminuw ; and I do not fee What Anſwer the 
Guide in Controverſies could have made. But both are 
Parties, and. is not the Councils Fudgment tobe taken rather 
than a few Oppoſers > So that, for all that I can find by 
theſe Principles, Arianiſm having the greater number, 
had. hard luck not to be eſtablithed as the Catholick 
Faith, But if 1n that caſe, - particular Perſons were to 
judge between the New andthe Old Faith, then the ſame 
Reaſon will ſtill hold; untefſs the Guides of the Church 
have obtained 'a new Patent of Infallibility ſince tlat 
time, 

The great Queſtion among us, is, Where the true an- 
cient Faith is; and how we-may. come to find it out ? 
We are .wiiling to follow the ancient Rules in this mat- 
ter. The Scripture 1s allowed to: be an Infallible Rule on 
all handsz and I am proving that Tradition was not al- 
lowed inthe ancient Church as diſtin from it. - But the 
preſent Queſtion is, how far Tradition 1s to be allowed 
11 giving the Senſe of Scripture between us. Yincent us 
faith, we ought to follow it.when there uw Antiquity, Uni- 
verſatity and Conſent : This weare willing to be tryed by. 
Lut here comes another Queſtion, Who is to be Judge of 
theſe? The preſenr Guides of the Cathslick Church? To 
what purpoſe then areall thoſeRales > Will they _— 
them- 
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themſelves? Or, as the Guide admirably faith, If the 
preſent Univerſality be its own Judge, when can -wethink 
it will witneſs its departure from the true Faith? Andif 
it will not, what a Caſe 1s the Church in, under fuch a 
pretended Univerſality ? 

The utmoſt ule I can ſuppoſe then, FYincentiu his 
Rules can be of to us now, 1s in that Caſe which heputs 
when Corruptions and Errours have had time to take 
root and-faiten themſelves ; and that is, By aw Appeal to 
Scripture and Ancient Councils. But becauſe of the charge 
of Innovation upon us, we are content to betried by his 
{ſecond Rule. By the Conſent of the Fathers of greateſt Re- 
putation, who are agreed on all hands to have lived and di. 
ed in the Communion of the Catholick Church : and what 
they delivered freely, conſtantly and unanimouſly, let that 
be taken for the undoubted and certain Rule in judging be- 
tween us. But if the preſent Guides muſt come in to be 
Judges here again, then all our labour is loſt, and Yincen 
tius his Rules ſignifie juſt nothing, 

Tabule Sy The Teſtimony of S. Baftl is by Mr. White magnified 
frazial-P: 54* above the reſt, and that out ot his Book de Spiritu Sante 
above all others, to prove that the Certainty of Faith 
depends on Tradition; and not merely on Scripture. The 
force of it is faid 'to lye in this, that the praftice of the 
Church, in ſaying, with the holy Spirit, though ust found 
zn Scripture is to determine the Senſe of the Article of 
Faith about the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt. But to clear 
this place, we are to obſerve, 

I. That S. Bafil doth not inſiſt on Tradition for the 
Proof of the Article of Fayh, for he exprefly diſowns it 


in that Book; Jt # not enough, faith he, 


that we have it by Tradition from our 
Fathers ; for our Fathers had it from the 
Will of God in Scripture, as appears by 


thoſe 


of Scripture, and others received by Tradition from the 


for Traditions being a Rule of Faith. 25 


thoſe Teftimonies I have ſet down already, _ __ = Ar w__ 
which they took for their Foundations. NO- 5$p. $an#toc. 7. 
thing can be plainer than that S. Baſe | 
made Scripture alone the Foundation of Faith as to this 
Point. And no pne upon all Occaſions ſpeaks more ex- 
preſy than he doth as to the Suſhiciency of Scripture for De wera fide, 
1Rule of Faith ; and he was too great, and too wile a 5 wg 
Man to contradict himſelt. | "IM! 

2, That there were different forms of ſpeech uſed in 4fer.Rez-25- 


the Church concerning the Holy Ghoſt, ſome taken out *# 5 ©2** 


Fathers. When he proves the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt ; 
he appeals to Scripture, and declares, that he would nei- 
ther think nor ſpeak otherwiſe than he found there. But c. 10. 
it was objected that the Form S. Baſt! uſed was not found 
in Scripture ; he anſwers, that the equivalent is there « 21: 
found; and that there were ſome things received by Tra- 
dition, which had the ſame force towards Picty. And 
if we take away all unwritten Cuſtoms, we ſhall doe 
wrong to the Goſpel, and leave a bare name to the Pub- 
lick Preaching. And from thence he inſiſts on ſome Tra- 
ditionary Rites, as the Sign of the Croſs, Praying to- 
wards the Eaſt, &c. His buſineſs is to ſhew that to the 
greater ſolemnity of Chriſtian Worſhip ſeveral Cuſtoms 
were obſerved in the Church, which are not to be found 
n Scripture. And if other ancient Cuſtoms were recei- 
ved which are not commanded in Scripture, he ſces no 
Reaſon that they ſhould find ſuch fault with this. And « 25: 
this isthe whole force of S. Ba/i/'s Reaſoning, which can 
never be ſtretched to the ſetting up Tradition as a Rule 
ol Faith diſtin& from Scripture. 

| Having thus ſhewed that there was no Catholick Tra- 
dition for thisNew Rule of Faith, I am now to give an 
Account how it came into the Church. 
E 
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The firſt Step that was made towards it, was by the 
ſecond Council of Nice. For, although the Emperour in 
the Synodical Epillle propoſed to them the true ancient 
Mehod of judging in Councils, By the Books of Scripture 


placed on a Throne in the middle of the Council ; yet they 


found, they could by no means doc their buſineſs that 
Way, and therefore as Be/armin obſcrves, they ſet up 
Tradition in the 6th and 7th Seſfions, and pronounced 
Anathema's againſt thoſe who rejected unwritten Tradi- 
tions. But although there were then almoſt as little pre- 
tence for Tradition as Scripture in the matter of Images ; 
yet there having been a practice among them, to ſet up 
and to worſhip Images, ( which Richerzus thinks came 
firſt into the Church trom the Reverence ſhewed to the 
Emperours Statues ) they thought this the ſecureſt way 


| to advance that, which they could never detend by Scrip- 


ture. 

But this prevailed very little in the Weſtern Church, 
as 15 well known by the rejection of that Synod ; howe- 
ver Pope Hadrian joined with them, and preduced a 
wretched Tradition about Sy/ve/ter and Conſtantine to ju- 
{tifie their Proceedings ; as appears by the Acts of that 
Council. And trom the time that Images were received 
at Rome, the force of Tradition was magnified ; and by 
degrees it came to be made ule of to juttifie other Prac- 
tices, for which they had nothing elſe to plead. 

Hitherto Tradition was made uſe of for matters ot 
Practice, and the Scripture was generally received as the 
Rule of Faith ; but ſome of the Schoolmen found it im- 
poſlible to defend ſome Doctrines held in the Church of 
Rome by mere Scripture, and therefore they were forced 
to call in the Help of Tradition. The moſt remarkable 


of theſe was Scorus, who although in his Prolog F , n 
| erted. 
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ferted, as is ſaid already, that the Scripture did ſuficient- 
ly contain all things neceſſary to ſalvation ; yet when he 
came to particular Points, he tound Scripture alone would 
never doe their butineſs. And eſpecially as to the Sacra- 
ments of the Church, about which he ſaw the Church LE 
of Ryme then held many things which could never be 51.pjt.s. 
proved from thence. And this was the true occaſion of 
Traditions be.ng taken in for a partial Rule. 
For after the Council of cateran had declared ſeveral 
things to be of Faith, whici were in no former Creeds, 


dl. | 45 Scotw conteſſes, and they were bound to defend rhem j, ,. pjp. ix. 
II'C a5 Points of Faith, the Men of Wit and Subtilty, ſuch as = 15+ 3 . 
Ss; Scozus was, were very ard put to it, to find out ways 
up | toprove thoſe to have been old Points of Faith, which 
me | they knew to be very new. Then they betook them- 
le ſelves to two things, which would ſerve for a colour to 
ay |F blind the common People ; and thoſe were, 
WH t. That it was true, theſe things were not in Scrip- 
| ture; but Chri/t ſaid to his Diſciples, T have many things 
>, | to ſay unto you, &c. and among thoſe many things they 
'e- | wereto believe theſe new DoCctrines to be ſome. 
ia f 2. When this would not ſerve, then they told them, 
ju F though theſe DoQrines were not explicitly in Scripture, 
Jt ye©t they were implicitly there; and the Church had au- 
ed | thority to fetch them out of thoſedark places, and to ſet 
by them in a better light. And thus Scozus helped himſelf 
c- |. out in that dark Point of 7ranſub/tantiation. Firlt he at- 775: 


T tempts to make it out by Tradition , but finding that 
would not doe the buſineſs ciiectually, he runs to the Au- 


ne | thority of the Church, eſpecially in the buſineſs of Sacra- 
N- ments, and we are to ſuppoſe, faith he, that the Church 
of | aoth expound the Scripture with the ſame Sparit which in- 
d | ditedthem, This was a brave Suppyition indced, but tic 
le | offers noproof of it. 
» 1 E 2 If 
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Tf we allow Scotxs to have been the Introducer of 77g. 
dition, as to ſome Points of Faith, yet I have made it 
appear, that his Doctrine was not received 1n the Schools, 


But aſter the Council of Conſtance had declared ſeveral 


Propoſitions to be Zeretical, which could not be con- 
demned by Scripture, there was found a Neceſſity of 
holding, that there were Cathelick Truths not contained 
in Scripture. The firſt Propoſition tnere condemned was, 
That the Subſtance of Bread and Wine remain in the Sa- 
crament of the Altar : the ſecond, That the Accidents do 
not remain without their Subjett > Now how could ſuch 
as theſe be condemned by Scripture 2 But although one- 
ly ſome were ſaid to be FZerezical, yet all were faid to be 
azainſt Catholick Truth. But where is this Catholick Truth 
to be found 2 Cardinal Cufanas thought 

Scripturas eſſe ad tempus adapt#- of a current ſenſe of Scripture, according 


tas JF warie intelleFas, itd ut uno 
ee ſecundum ———— Univer- to the Churches Occaſions 5 {c that though 


ſalem ritum exponerentur, mutato 7i= = the Churches Practice ſhould bedireftly 


ru-iterum ſententia mutaretur Cu- es , : 
lag. ad Bohem. Epiſt. 2. contrary, yet the Scripture was to be 


K 


underſtood as the Church pratiſed. This 
was 2 very plain and effectual way, if it had not been 
too groſs ; and therefore it was thought much better by 
Cardinal Turrecremata, to found Catholick Verities on 

'* unwritten Tradition, as Well as on Scripture. 

After this, Leo X. in his famous Bull againſt Lather, 
Exurge Domine, made a farther ſtep ; for 22 Propoſition 
condemned therein, is That zt is certain that 7t 1s not in 
the power of the Church or Pope to appoint new Articles if 
Faith. Tt ſeems then the Pope or Church have a Power 

2h to conſtitute new Articles of Faith ; and then neither 

Scripture nor Tradition can be the certain Rule of Faith, 

but the Preſent Church or Pope. 

This had put an end to the buſineſs, if it would have 


taken ; but the World being wiſer, and the Errours _ 
= 
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Corruptions complained of not being to be detended by 
Scripture, Tradition was pitcued upon as a ſecure Way ; 
and accordingly ſeveral attempts were made towards the 
| ſetting of it up, by ſome Provincial Councils before that 
'Þ ' of Zrext. So in the Council of Sexs, 1527. Can. 53. It 
is declared to be a pernicious Errour to receive nothing 
but what is deduced from. Scripture, becauſe Chriſt de- 
livered many things to his Apoſtles which were never 
written. But not one thing is alledged as a matter of 
Faith ſo conveyed 3 but onely fome Rites about Sacra- 
ments and Prayer ; and yet he is declared a Heretick as 
well as Schiſmatick, who rejets them. Indeed the Apo- 
ftles Creed is mentioned, but not as to the Articles con- 
tained in it, but as to the Authours of it. But what is 
there in all this that makes a man guilty of Hereſie 2 

Fod, Clithovews, a Dodtor of Paris, the next Year 
wrote an Explication and Defence of this Council, but 
he miſtakes the Point ; for he runs upon it as if it were, 
whether all things to be believed and obſerved in the 
Church, were to be expreſly ſet down in Scripture 2 where- 
as 2 juſt conſequence out of it is ſufficient. And the grea- 
teſt ſtrength of what he faith to the purpoſe, is, that 
- other Opinion was condemned in the Council of Con- 

ance. s * 

And from no better a Tradition than this did the Coun-' 
cil of Trent declare the unwritten Word to be a Rule of 
| Faith equal with the Scriptures. | 
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IT. About the Canon of Scripture, defined by the 
Coiuncil of rear. 


This is declared by the Council of Trent, Sef 4. and 
therein the Books of Tobias, Judith, Wiſedom of Solo- 
mon, Eccle/taſticus, Maccatees and Barach are received 
for C anonical, with the rwenty ewo Books 1n the Flebrew Cas 
20n, and an Anathema is denounced againlt thoſe who do 
not. And preſently it adds, that hereby the World might 
fee what Authoritzes the Council proceeded on for conjrming 
matters of Faith as wel/ as reforming manners. 

Now to ſthew that there was no Catholick Tradition 
tor the ground of this Decree, we are to obſerve, 

x. That theſe Canonical! Books are not to called in a 
large tenſe tor fuch as have been uſed or read in the 
Church ; but in the {ſtrict ſenſe tor fuch as are a good 
Foundationto build matters of Faith upon. 

2. That theſe Books were not ſo received by all even 
in the Council of Trent. For what is received by virtue 
of a Catholick Tradition, muſt be univerſally received by 
the Members of it. But that fo it was not appears by 

ZR. of the the account given by both the Hiſtorians. F. Paul faith, 
Council of Tr. that in the Congregation there were two different Opinions 
EEITLS of thoſe who were for a particular Catalogue ; one was t0 
diſt inguiſh the Books into three parts, the other to make 
all the Books of equal authority ; and that thus latter was 
carried Ly the greater number. Now if this were a Ca- 
tholick Tradition, how was it poſſible tor the Fathers 
of the Council to divide about it 2 And Cardinal 


was Pallavicini himſelf faith, that Bertanus and Seripandus 


c He fog» propounded the puttinz the Books into ſeveral C laſſes, 
ſome ro Le read for Piety, and ethers to confirm Dottrines 


PW, 


of Faith ; and that Cardinal Seripando wrote a moſt lear- 
ne 


Council of Trent's Canon of Scripture. 
ved Book to that purpiſe, What ! againſt a Catholick 
Tradition ? It tecms, he was far from believing it to 
be ſo. And he contefles, that when they came to the 
Anathema, the Legats and twenty Fathers were for it ;; 
Madrucci and fourteen were againſt it, becauſe ſome Cas 
tholicks were of another opinion. Then certainly, they 
knew no Catholick Tradition for it. 

Among theſe Cardinal Cajeran is mention'd, who was, 
faith Pallavicini, ſeverely rebuked for it by Melchior Ca- 
nus ; but what 1s that to the 7radztzon of the Church ? 


- 


þ- 8. 


Canus doth indeed appeal to the Council of Carthage, can. rw, 
Tanocentius 1. and the Council of Florexce ; but this doth Thevl. 1. 2. 


not make up a Catholick Tradition againſt Cajetan; who 


declares that he follows S. Ferom, who caſt thoſe Books Cajer. in £:- 


Co IT. 


out of the Canon with Reſpect to Faith. And he anſwers £/#/- fine. 
the Arguments brought on the other ſide, by this di- 47 per 


iinRtion, that they are Canonical for Edification, but not © 16. ad fin, 


for Faith. If therefore Canus would have contuted Ca- 
jetan he ought to have proved that they were owned 
tor Canonical in the latter Senſe. Cajeran in his Epiſtle 
to Clemens VII. before the Hiſtorical Books, owns the 
great Obligation of the Church to S. Ferom for diſtin- 
guiſhing Canonical and Apocryphal Books; and faith, that 
he hath freed it from the Reproach of the Jews, who ſaid 
the Chriſtians made Canonical Books of the Old Teſtament 
which they knew nothing of. And this was an Argu- 
ment of great conſequence ; but Canus takes no notice 
of it, and it fully anſwers his Objetion, 7hat men could 
not know what Books were truly Canonical, viz. ſuch as 
were of divine inſpiration, and ſo received by the Fews. 


Catrarinus faith, in» Anſwer to Cajetan, that the Fews Ann. in C+- 
had one Canon, and the Church another. But how comes )** 1 > 


the Canon to be received as of divine Tuſpiration Which 
was not ſo received among the Jews + This were to re- 
ſo.ye 


Ne Catholick Tradition for the 
ſolve all into the Churches /:/piration and not into 7g. 
dition. | 
De Verb, Dei, Bellarmin grants, that the Church can by #9 means make 
L. 1.11. a Book Canonical which 1s not ſo, but onely declare what 5; 

Canonical, and that, not at pleaſure ; but from ancient Te. 
ſftimonies, from ſimilitude of ſtyle with Books uncontrovert. 
ed, and the general Senſe and Taſte of Chriſtian Pecple, 
Now the Caſe here relates to Books not firſt written to 
Chriſtians, but among the Fews, from whom we receive 
the Oracles of God committed to them. And if the Jens 
never believed theſe Books to contain the Oracles of God 
in them, how can the Chriſtian Church embrace them 
for ſuch, unleſs ir aſſumes a Power to make, and not 
merely to declare Canonical Books ? For he grants we 
have no Teſtimony of the Jews for them. 

But Catharinus himſelf cannot deny that 8. Jerom 
faith, that although the Church reads thoſe Books, yet it 
doth not receive them for Canonical Scriptures, And he 
makes a pititull Anſwer to it. For he confelles, hat 
the Church taken for the Body of the Faithfull did nit 
receive them ; but as taken for the Governours it did, 

Jul. Ruger. But others grant that they did receive them no more 
& libris Ca- than the People ; and as to the other, the cauſe of Tra- 
wnics,p. 80 dition is plainly given us. And in truth he reſolves all 
at laſt into the opinion of the Popes Zunocentius, Gelafiu 
and Eugenius 4. But we are obliged to him tor letting 
us know the Secret of ſo much zeal for theſe Apocryphal |} 
Books, viz. that they are of great force againſt the Here- 
ticks, for Purgatory is no where ſo expreſly mentiond as is 
the Maccabees. It it had not been for this, S. Ferom 
and Cajetan might have eſcaped Cenfure, and the Jewi/h 
Canon had been ſufficicnt. 
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But to ſhew, that there hath been no Catholick Tra- 
dition about the Tridentine Canon, 1 ſhall prove theſe 
two things: 
r. That there hath been a conſtant Tradition againſt it 
in the Eaſtern Church. 
2. That there never was a conſtant Tradition for it 1n 
the Weſtern Church. 
x. That there hath been a conſtant Tradition againſt it 
;n the Eaſtern Church , which received the Jewiſh Canon, 
without the Books declarci} Canonical by the Conncit of 
Trext, We have very early Evidence of this in the Te- 
ſiimony of Melito, Biſhop of Sards, who lived not long 
aſter the middle of the 2d. Century, and made it his 
buſineſs to enquire into this matter, and he delivers but Euſeb. }. 4. 
22 Books of the Old Teſtament. The ſame is done by Ori- © 35 
gen in the next, who took infinite Pains, as Euſebins 1.6. c. 25. 
faith, in ſearching after the Copies of the Old Teſtament. philecat. c. 3. 
And theſe Teſtimonies are preſerved by Euſebius in the 
following Century : and himſelf declares, 
that there was no ſacred Book among the Euſeb. Demonſtr. l. 8. p. 368. 
Jews from the time of Zorobabel; which craic. Gr. p. 192. 
cuts off the Books canonized by the 
Council of Treat, In the ſame Ape we 


nave the Teſtimonies of Athanaſius, St. _ Fo ak. wy ns - te 
. . . - 'PN. n ondere 
Cyr of 7 er uſa lem, Epiphan ius, 9. Baſil, Baſil. 7n Origen. Philocal. 


S Gregory Naziamcene,; Amphileching any. oe 
"Y/oſtom : Tt is not to be imagined &$, Chryloft. in Gen: hom. 4: 

that a Tradition ſhould be better atteſted 

in one Age than this was, by ſo conſiderable Men in dif- 

ferent Churches, who give in the Teſtimony of all thoſe 

Churches they belonged to. And yet beſides theſe we 

have in that Age a concurrent Teſtimony of a Council of 

Biſhops at Laodicea, from ſeveral Provinces of Afia ; and Conc. Laodt- 

*luch is yet more, this.Canoy of theirs was received into © © 5* 


the 
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the Code of the Cathelick Church; and ſo owned by the 

Council of Chalcedon, which by its firſt Canon gives Au- 

thority to it. And Juftinian aliows tlie force of Lays 

Novel. 131. tO the Canons which were either made or confirmed by 
the four General Councils. Put it is the point of Tradit;- 

on [am upon; and theretore 7»/#/yian's Novel may at leaſt 

be a ſirong Evidence of that in tie 6th Century : In the 

Leont. de 7th, Leontius gives his own Teitimony, and that of The. 
_— odorus. In the 8th, Damaſcen expreily owns the Hebrew 
Fide, lib. 4. Canon of 22 Books , and excludes by name ſome of the 
c 18. Books made Canonical at Trent. In the gth we have the 
Niceph Ch/9- Teſtimony of Nicephorus, Patriarch of Conſtant inople, if 
"8-P4'7* he be the Authour of the Latercalus, at the end of his 
 Chrenography ; but it he be not, he muſt be an Authour 

0c10%y ph of that Age, being tranilated by Anaſtaſrus Bibliotheca- 
Fir 2 em Tins. Ta the 12th. Balſamon and Zonaras refer to the 
27. Carthag. Council of Laodicea, and the Greek Fathers. In the 14th. 


orga " Nicephorus Caliſthus reckons but 22 Books of the Old Te- 
Merroph. - /fament. And inthis Age, we have the clear Teſtimony 
OG 7 of Metrophanes, (afterwards Patriarch of Alexandria ) 
Phil. Cyprii Who taita, there are but 22 Canonical Books of the Old 
ee” Teſtament ; but the reſt, 1. e. Tobit, Fudith, Wiſedom, Ec- 
p 45s. Cleflaſticus, Baruch and Machabees are nſefull , and therc- 
fere not wholly to be rejefted, but the Church never recei- 
ved them for Canonical and Authentical, as appears by 
many Teſtimonies, as, amonr others, of Gregory the Divine, 
Amphilochius aud Damaſcen: and therefore we never 

prove matters of Faith out of them. 
2. Let usnow compare this Tradition with that of the 
7eſterm Church for the New Canon of Trent. It cannot be 
demed, that Tunocentius 1. and Gelafras did enlarge the Ca- 
non , and took in the Apocryphal Books (unleſs we call 
in queſtion the Writings under their Names ; ) but gran- 


tivg them genuine, I thall ſhew that there 1s no m—_ 
riſon 
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«fon between this 7rad7tionand that of the Eaſtern Church, 
and therefore there could be no poſſible Reaſon for the 
Council of Trent to make a Decree for this 7raditiov, and 
to anathematize all who did not ſubmit to it. For, 

1. This Tradition was not «niverſally received at that 
time. Jynocentius his Epiſtle is ſuppoſed to be written 
A.D. 405. Was the Weſtern Church agreed before or at- 
ter about this matter? This Epiſtle was written to Eru- 
perins, a Gallican Biſhop, ( to whom St. Jerom dedicated 
his Commentaries on Zechariah, ) but now it unluckily 
falls out, that the Tradition of the Ga/lican Church was -— 
contrary to this ; as appears by S. ZZlary, ( wiio could j, nod he 
not be ignorant of it ,, being a famous Biſhop of tha 
Church ) and he tells us, there were but 22 Canonical 
Books of the Old T-tament. I contels he faith, ſome were 
for adding Tobit and Judith, bur it is very obſervable 
that he faith, that the other Account is moſt agreeable to 
ancient Tradition , which 1s a mighty Argument againſt 
Imocentius, who brings no Tradition to juſtifie his C2- nt 
non. When St. Aug«ſtin produced a Place out of the $grzy.c14. 
Book of Wiſedom , the Divines of Marſei/es rejected it ; 
becauſe the Book was not Canonical - Therefore in that 
time /nocent's Canon was by no means received in the 
Gallican Church ; tor by it this Book was made Canonical. 
But S. Ferom, who had as much learning as Pope Innocent, Ps: al. 
vehemently oppoſed this New Canon more than once or Salo... ad 
ten times ; and not onely ſpeaks of the ewi/h Canon, but Paul: Euſt 
of the Canon of the Church. The Church, faith he, reads © ws 
the Books of Tobit, Judith and Machabees, but the Church 
doth not receive them among Canonical Scriptures, What 
Church doth he mean? Not the Synagogue certainly. Pope 
Innocent faith, Thoſe Books are to be received into the Ca- 
non ; 9. Ferom faith , the Church doth not receive them , 
but that they are to be caſt out ; Where is the CO 
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of Tradition to be found 2 It Tvnocent were in the right, 

S. Ferom was toully miſtaken, and in plain terms beljed 

the Church. But how 1s this conſiſtent with the Sajyz. 

ſhip of St. Ferom > Or with common diſcretion if the 

Church did receive thoſe Books for Canonical ? - Foy e. 

very one could have diſproved him. And it required 

no great Judgment or deep Learning to know what 

Books were received, and what not. If S. Ferom were 

ſo miſtaken ( which it is very hard to believe ) how 

came Ryfinus not to obſerve his errours and oppoſition 

to the Church? Nay, how came Rujizus himlclf to 

fall into the very ſame prodigious miſtake 2 For he not- 

onely rejeAs the controverted Books out of the Can, 

ROWS. in but ſaith, he follow'd the ancient Tradition therein. What 

128, 186, © account can be given of this matter > If /nocent's Tra- 

dition were right, theſe men were under a groſs Dely- 

ſion; and yet they were learned and knowing Perſons , 

and more than ordinarily converſant in the Dottrines aud 
Traditions of the Church. 

2. This Opinion was not received as a Tradition of 

the Church afterwards. For, if it had been, how could 

Greg. Meral. Gregory T. reject the Book of Machabees out of the Ca- 

”” _ "15 yon, When two of his Predeceſſours took it in ? It is 

| ſomewhat hard , to ſuppoſe one Pope to contradict two 

of his Predeceſlours about the Canon of Scripture ; yet 1 

ſee not how to avoid it ; nor how it is conſiſtent with 

the Conftancy of Tradition , much leſs with the pretence 

= De: to Iufallibility. He did not merely doubt, as Canus would 

ad 4. have it thought , but he plainly excludes them out of the 

7g dou Canon. Catharinus thinks he follow'd S. Jerom. What 

in Opsſcat, then > Doth this exclude his contradiQting his Prede- 

2-390 Ccefſours? Or was S. Jerom's Judgment above the Popes: 

2ut -it was not S. Gregory alone who contradicted the 


former Popes Canon ; tor it was not received way? Fn 
| taly 


ED 
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Hraly, Spain, France, Germany or England; and yet no 
doubt it was a very Catholick Tradition. 

Not in /taly; for there Caſfſrodore, a learned and de- 
vout Man in the next Century to them , gives an ac- 
count of the Canon of Scripture , and he takes not any 
notice either of /unocent or Gelaſius. He firſt ſets down 


the Order of Scripture according to S. Ferom ; and then _— ; 
5 . . e M'iſtth, - 
according to S. Augu/tin ; and in the laſt place, accor- ,;,,1;;.+. cap. 


ding to the old Tranſlation and the ZAXX. and where 12, 13, 14 


himſelf ſpeaks of the Apocryphal Books before, he follows <« 5 


$. Jerom's Opinion, that they were written rather for 
manuers than Doftrine. He conteſles there was a diffe- 
rence about the Canon ; but he goes about to excuſe it. 
But what need that if there were a Catholick Tradition 
then in the Church concerning it, and that inforced by 
two Popes ? | 

But it may yet ſeem ſtranger, that even. in zaly, one ca- 
nonized for a Saint by Clemens VII. thould follow. S. 7e- 


S, Antonin, 


rom's Opinion in this matter , viz. S. Antontnus, Bilhop-$,,y. wn. 


of Florence. Who ſpeaking of Eccleſtaſticus received in- 7. 1. Ti. 3: 


to the Canon of the two Popes, he faith, 2? zs onely re- © F 
ceived by the Church to be read, and is not authentick to 
prove any thing in matters of Faith. He that writes 
Notes upon him , faith , that he follows S, Jerom, and 
muſt be underſtood of the Eaſtern Church ; for the Weſtern 
Church always receiv'd theſe Books into the Canon. But he 
ſpeaks not one word of the Eaſtern Church ; and by the 
Church he could underſtand nothing but what he accoun- 
ted the Catholick Church. Canus allows Antoninus to 
have rejefted theſe Books ; but he thinks the matter not ſo 
clear, but then they might doubt concerning it. Then 


S 
there was no ſuch Evidence of 7radition to convince 


men. But Antoninas hath prefervec the Judgment of a Par 3: 7%: 


C.6+ ye. 7 


greater man concerning theſe Books even Thomas Aqur . G& 
: NT, 


Can. Loc. The 
of fe 


v 
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nas, who in 2. 24 he faith, denied theſe Books to have 
fuch authority as to prove any matter of Faith by them 
which 1s directly contrary to the Council of 7rext, It 
this paſlage be not now to be found in him, we know 
whom to blame for it. If Antoninus ſaw it there, we 
hope his word may be taken for it. 

In Spain, we have for the Hebrew Canon the Teſii- 


a monies of Paulus Burgenſ/is, Toſtatus , and Cardinal x; 


Matt, Pr af. 
_ F. 2, K 
Xim. Pref. 
a if 15, Comp. 


HMINYeES. 

In France, of Viforinus, Agobardus, Radulphns Fla- 
wracenſis , Petrus Cluniacei 1s, Fiugo de S. Vittore, and 
Richard de S. Vittore, Ly a and others. 

In Germany, of Rabanu' Maurus , Sirabus , Rupertus, 
FTermannus Contrallus and others. 

In England, of Bede, 4lcuin, Sariburienſs, Ocham, 
IWaldenſis and others Whum T ba: :iy mention, becauſe 
their Teſtimonies are t jarg. in Biſhop Cofrns his Schola- 
Htical Hiſtory of the Canon of Scripiure, and no man hath 
yet had the hardineſs to undertake that Book. 

Theſe I think are ſufficient to ſhew there was no Ca- 
tholick Tradition for the Decree of the Council of 7rent 
about the Canon of Scripture. 


I now proceed to ſhew on what pretences and colours it 
came in, and by what degrees and ſteps it advanced. 

1. The firſt ſtep was, the Efteem which ſome of the 
Fathers expreſſed of theſe Books in quoting of paſlages 
out of them. We do not deny that the Fathers did tre- 
quently cite them : even thoſe who expreſly rejected 
them from being Canonical, and not as ordinary Books, 
Lut as ſuch as were uſefull to the Church, wherein ma- 
ny wiſe Sayings and good Actions are recorded, But 
the many Quotations the Fathers do make out of them 1s 


the onely plauſible pretence which thoſe of the _— 
0 


Council of Trent's Canon of Scripture. 
of Rome have to defend the putting them into the Canon, 


as appears by Bellarmin and others. The Book of Tobzt, : 


they tell us, is mentioned by S. Cyprian, S. Ambroſe, 
St. Baſil, and St. Anguſtin. Of Fudith by St. Ferom who 
mentions a Tradition that it was allowed in the Council of 
Nice; but certainly S. Ferom never believed it, when he 
declares it to be Apocryphal, and not ſufficient to prove 
any matter of Faith. 4 ie Book of Wifedom by S. Cypri- 
an, S. Cyril and S. Auguſtin. Fcclefraſticus by Clemens 
Alexandrinus , S. Cyprian , Epiphanius, S. Ambroſe and 
S. Auruſtin. The Machabees by Tertullian, Cyprian, Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus, Origen, Euſebius, S. Ambroſe, S. Au- 
eſtin. But all theſe Tettimonies onely prove that they 
thought ſomething in thoſe Books worth alledging, bur 
not that they judged the Books themſelves Canonical. 
And better Arguments from their Citations might be 
brought for the Books of the Si2y//s than for any ot theſe. 
We are not then to judge of their Opinion of Canonical 
Books by bare Citations, but by their declared Judgments 
about them. 

2. The next ſtep was , when they came to be read in 
Churches; but about this there was no certain Rule. For 
the Councils of Laodicea and Carthage differed chiefly up- 
on this Point. The former decreed, That none but Cano: 
aical Scriprure ſhould be read under the Name of HelyWri- 
tings; and ſets down the names of the Canmical Books 
then 70 be read, ( and ſo leaves out the 4pocalyp/e.) The 
latter from their being read, inferr'd their being Canonical ; 
tor ii 2grees with the other, zhat none but Canonical ſhould 
be read, and becauſe theſe were read , it reckons them 
up with the Canonical Books ; for lo the Canon concludes, 
We have received from our Fathers that theſe Buuks are 
to be read in Churches. 


But 
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But the Council of Carthage was not peremptory in 
this matter ; but dcefired 2? might be referred jo Boniface 
and other Biſhops beyond the Seas; Which ſhews that 
here was no Decree abſolutely made , nor any Certainty 
of Tradition; for then to what purpoſe ſhould they lend 
to other Churches to adviſe about it ? 

3- When they came to be diſtinguiſhed from Aprcry- 
phal Writings. Whence thoſe who do not conſider the 
Reaſon of it, conci\ude them to have been Caxonical. But 
ſometimes Apocry/hal ſignified fuch Books as were not 
in the Canon of Faith, as in the Authours before ryentio- 
ned ; ſometimes ſuch Books which were not allowed to be 
uſed among Chriſtians. Tins diſlinQtion we have in Ruf- 
finus, who faith there are three ſorts of Books; Cancnical, 
as the 22, of the Old Teſtament ; Eccleſiaſtical, of which 


fort he reckons Wiſedom, Ecclefraſticus, Tobit, Judith and 


Aup. de Civ. 
Dez, lib, I 5. 
Co 23» 


Machabees, and thelc he faith were permitted to be read in 
Churches, but no Argument could be brought out of 
them for matter of Faith, Apocryphal are ſuch which 
by no means were permitted to be read. And thus 
centius his words may well be underſtood : For he con- 
cludes with ſaying, that other Writings were not onely to 
be rejetted, but to be condemned. And ſo his meaning 
15 to diſtinguiſh them trom ſuch counterfeit Divine Wri 
tings as were then abroad, For theſe were not to be 
wholly rcjefted, and in tit large fenſe he admits them 
into the Cazon, taking Fcclefraſtical Writings which were 
rcad in Churches into that number. And in this ſenſe 
S. Auguſtin uſed the Word Apocryphal, when the Book 
of Enoch is ſo called by him , and ſuch other counterfeit 
Writings under the Names of the Prophets and Apoſtles; 
but ellew here he diſtinguiſhes between the Canonical 


17: 6-2% Books of Salomon, and thoſe which bear his Name ; which 


he faith the more learned know not to be his , but the We- 


ſtern 
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fern Church had of old owned their Authority. But in the 
caſe of the Book of Enoch, he appeals to the Canon, which 
was kept ia the Fewiſh Temple; and fo fails in with S. Fe- 
* rom; and he confeſles it is hard to juſtifie the Authority 
of thoſe which are not in the Zehbrew Canon. Of the 
Machabees he faith , 7t is diſtinguiſhed from the Writings 


A 
&4* 


Aup. de Ctv, 
Der, 1. 18. 


called Canonical ; bat it is received by the Church as ſuch. c. 35. 


What ! to confirm matters of Faith? No. But for the 
ghorwous ſufferings therein recorded; and ellewhere he fait 
it us uſefull, if it be ſoberly read. S. Auguſtin knew very 
well that all Books were not received alike ; and that 
many were received in ſome parts of the Weſtern Church 
from the old Tranſlation out of the LAY, which were 
not received in the Eaſtern ; and therefore 1n his Books 
ot Chriſtian Dottrine he gives Rules in judging of Canonical 
Books ; to follow the Authority of the greateſt Number of 
Cathclick Churches , eſpectally the Apoſtolical ; and that 
thoſe which were received by all, ſhould be preferred be- 
fore thoſe which were onely received by ſome. But he very 
well knew , that the Hebrew Canon was univertally re- 
ceived, and that the controverted Books were not ; and 
therefore, according to his Rule, theſe could never be of 
Equal Authority with the other. 

4. When the Roman Church declared that it received 
the controverted Books into the Canon. This is ſaid to 
have been done by Ge/aſtus, with his Synod of LXX Bi- 
ſhops, C and yet it is hard to underſtand how Gregory fo 
ſoon after ſhould contradict it. ) The Title of it in the 
old MS. produced by Chiffletius , and by him attributed 
to Hormiſdas, 1s, The Order of the Old Teſtament which 
the holy Catholick Roman Church receives and honours is 
ths. But whether by Gela/tas , or tTormiſdas , I cannot 
underſtand, why ſuch a Decree as this ſhould not be put 
into the old Roman Code of Canons, if it had been then 

G made. 
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made. That there was fuch a one appears by the Copies 
of 1t in the Yazzcan, mentioned by the Roman CorreQtors 
of Gratian, and by mention of it by the Canon $i Rowa- 
norum, Diſt.19. and De Libellis, Dt. 20. and by the lat- 
ter we underitand what Canons of Councils and Decrees 
of Popes arc in it, among waonr are both Gela/us and 
Hormiſdas, Tis they agree to be the ſame with that 
publiſhed by VWendel/tin at Mentz, 1525. The Epiſlle 
of Innocentius to Exuperius With the Canon 18 there publi- 
ſhed ; but not the other ; and fo is the Cinon of the 
Council of Carthage ; but that of Laodicea 15 cut off; and 
ſo they are in that publiſhed by Dionyſrus Exiguus and 
Queſncll, ( Fuflellus his ancient Copy was impertect 
there, ) but both theſe Canons being in the Roman Code, 
are an Argument to me, that the controverted Books were 
received by the Roman Church at that time; Þut in ſuch 
a manner, that S. Jerom's Prologues ſtill ftood in the w#/- 
gar Latin Bible, with the Commentaries of Lyra , and 
Additions of Burgen/is , which were {tift for the ZJebrew 
Canon ; and S. Ferom's Authority prevailed more than the 
Pope's, as appears fully by what hath been already pro- 
duced. 

5. To advance the Authority of theſe Books one ſtep 
higher, Eagentzas IV. declared them to be Part of the Ca- 
04 in the InſtruRion given to the Armenians. Which the 
Roman Writers pretend to have been done 1n the Coun- 
cit of Florence : But Naclantus Biſhop of Choza, in the 

2ouncil of Trent, as Pallavicini faith, denied that any 


ſuch Decree was made by the Cruncil of Florence; becauſe 


the Laſt Sejfion of it ended 1439. and that Decree was figned 
teb. .4- 1.141. To this the Legat replied , ?hat 7hu was 
a miſtake occaſrened by Abraham Cretenſis, who publiſhed 
ro Latin verſion of it , onely till the Greeks departure; 
* tlg-Cenncil continued three years longer, as appeared ' 
tHe 


UN 


againſt the Scripture in a known Tongue. 


the Extrafts of Auguſtinus Patricius , ſince publiſhed in 
the Tomes of the Councils. But he never mentions the 
Canon of Scripture ; however, becauſe Cervinus aftirms 
that he ſaw the Original ſigned by the Pope and Cardi- 
nals, we have no reaſon to diſpute it. But then it ap- 
pears how very little it fignified, when Antoninus the Bi- 
thop of Florence oppoſed it , and Cardinal XA7menes and 
Cardinal Cajetan lighted it, and al! who embraced the 
Council of Bafil looked on Eugenias iis Decree as void ; 
and after all , that very Decree onely joins the Apocry- 
phal Books in the ſame Canon, as the Council of Carthage 
had done ; but 1t was reſerved as the peculiar Honour 
of the Council of Trent to declare that Matters of Faith 
might be proved out of them, as well as out of any Canont- 
cal Scriptures. 


III. About the Free Uſe of the Scripture in the 
vulgar Language, p2ohibited by the Counct! of 
Trent. 


To underſtand the Senſe of the Council of 7rext in this 
matter, we mult conſider ; 

x. That it declares the vulgar Latin to be Authentick ; 
l. C. that no man under any pretence ſhall dare to preſume 
to rejeet it, Suppole the pretence be that it diflers trom 
the Original; no matter tor that, he muſt not reje& that 
which the Council hath declared Authenticlc, i. e. among 
the Latin Editions. But ſuppoſe a Man finds other La- 
tin Tranſlations truer in ſome parts, becauſe they agree 
more with the Original Text, may he therein reject 
the vulgar Latin? By no means, it he thinks himſelf 
bound to adhere to the Council of 7rent. But the Coun- 
ctl ſuppoſes it to agree with the Original. And we muſt 
believe the Council therein. This is indeed the meaning 
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of the Council as far as I can judge. But what Catholick 
Tradition was there for this ? Tes for a thouſand years af. 
ter Gregory's time. But this 1s not Antiquity enough to 
found a Catholick Tradition upon. It there were no more 
than a thouſand from Gregory, there were ſix hundred paſt 
before him ; fo that there mull be a niore ancient Tradi- 
tion in the Church, wherein this verſion was not Authey. 
tick; and how came it then to be Authentick by virtue 
of Traditiou> Here then Tradition mult be given up ; 
and the Council of Trent muſt have ſome other ground 
to go upon. ForT think the Traditionary Men will not 
maintain the wwizar Latin to have been always Authen- 
tick. 

2. That it referred the mating the Index of prohibited 
Books to the Pope ; and in the 4th Rule of that Index, 4] 
Perſons are forbidden the uſe of the Scripture in the wul- 

ar Tongue , without a particular Licence , and whoſoever 
preſumes to doe it without a faculty, unleſs he firſt gives up 
his Bible, he is not to receive Abſolution. 

My buſineſs is now to enquire what Catholick Trad: 
7701 the Pope and Council went upon in this Prohibition. 
But as to the Teſtimony of Fathers , I am prevented by 
ſome late Diſcourſes on this Subject. In ſtead thereof 
therefore I ſhall, 

I. Shew from their own Writers, that there could be 
a0 Catholick Fradition for ſuch a Prohibition. 

2. Prove the General Conſent of the Catholick Church 
from publick Acts, as to the free uſe of the Scripture. 

Sum. 1.9.1 Thomas Aquinas grants that the Scripture was propoſed 
oy to all, and in ſuch a manner that the moſt rude might un-. 
derſtand it. Therefore there was no Prohibition of ſuch 

Perſons reading it. 
Cajetan there uſes two Arguments for the Scriptures 


uling Metaphors and Similitudes. 1. Becauſe God = 
vides 
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wides for ail. 2. Becauſe the Scripture 1s tendred to al, 
And the common People are not capable of underſtanding 
ſpiritual things without ſuch helps. | { fine Scripture were 
intended for all, how comes a Prohibition of the ule of jr © 

Sixtus Senenfts grants , that in former times the SCrep as eg 

ture was tranſlated into the vuigar Languages, and the Peo yg, £7 
le did commonly reade it, to their great Benejit, Then a 

Prohibition of ir muſt alter the Churches practical Traui- 

tion. 

Alphonſus a Caſtro yields to Eraſmus, that the Scrip- H_ o 
tures were of old tranſlated into the vulgar Tongues , and (, 1, © 
that the Fathers, ſuch as $. Chryfoſtom, and S. Jerom, 
perſuaded People to the reading them. But the Cafe rs at. 
tered now, when ſuch miſchief comes by the Reading the 
Scriptures, And yet the Tradition of the Church cont;- 
nues the ſame, and is impoſlibie to be changed. Fo 

Azorius puts the Caſe jairly ; he grants that the Scrip- 5,599 1 
tures were at firſt written and publijhed in the Commons c. 25. 
Language ; that S. Chryſoſtom admits all to reade the 
Scriptures ; and that the People did ſo then; but they do 
#ot now, But he faith, the People then underſtood Greek 
and Latin, and now they do not. Tt it were their own 
Language they might well underſtand it; but why ſhould 
not the Scripture now be in a Language they may un- 
derſtand ? For Greek and Latin did not make the com- 
mon People one jot wiſer or better ; and yet this Man 
calls it 4 Herefre now to ſay, the SCriptures ought to be 
tranſlated into vulgar Languages. How- much is the Faith 
of the Church changed ? l 

2. Iam now to prove the General Conſent of the Ca- 
tholick Church in this matter from publick Aﬀs, 72. e. 
that all Parts of it have agreed in Tran/lations of Scrip- 
ture into Yulgar Languages Without any ſuch Prohi-' 
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It there had been any ſuch thing in the Primitive 
Church , it would have held againſt the Latin Tranſla. 
zion it (elf, For I hope none will fay it was the Original, 
however Authertick it be made by the Council of 7rev, 
How then came tie Originals to be turned into the 
common Language? ( as I ſuppole Latin will be allow'd 
to have been the common Language of the Roman Em- 
pire.)) There 1s no Objection can now be made againſt 
any modern Tranſlations, but would have held againſt 
the firſt Latin Verſion, Who the Authour of it was is 
utterly unknown; and both S. Awugaſtin and S. Ferom 
ſay, there was a great variety among the old Tranſlations, 
aud every one Tranſlated as he thought fit. So that there 
was no reſtraint laid upon tranſlating into the common 
Language. And unlets Latin were an infallible Guide 
to thoſe that underſtood it, the People were as liable to 
be deceived in it, as either in Exziifh or French, 

But it was not onely thus in the Roman Empire , but 
whicreever a People were converted to Chriſtianity in all 
the elder times, the Scripture was turned into their Lane 
guage. The Ecclefiaitical Hiſtorians mention the Con- 
wer/ron of the Goths , and upon that, the Zran/lation of 
the Bible into their Language by Ulphilas their Bifhep. 
Walafridus Strabo adds to this, that befides the Bitle, 
they had all publick Offices of Religion performed in their 
own Language. | 

How 1oon the Churches in Perſra were planted, it 1s 
:mpoſſible for us now to know ; but in the MS. Eccle- 
jraſtical Hiſtory of Al alpharagias ( in the hands of Dr. Lof- 
zas ) it is ſaid, that a Diſciple of Thaddzus preached the 
Geſpel in Perſia, Aſlyria and the Parts thereabouts ; and 
that by another Diſciple of his 360 Churches . were ſettled 
there in his time ; and that he came to Seleucia, the Me- 
{ropoiis of the Perjians, aud there eſtabliſhed a _ 

where 
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where he continued fifteen years. And from him there 
was 2 Succeſlion of the Patriarchs ot Se/excia, which con- 
tinues ſtill in the Eaſt ; for upon delitruction thereot by 
Almanſor, they removed firſ! to Bagdad, and after thar 
to Mzal over againſt Ninive, where their reſidence hath 
been ſince; and this Patriarch had univerſal Juriſdiction 
over the Eaſtern Churches as far as the Eaft Indies , as 
appcars by Moranus his Books of Ordinations in the Ea, 
and the proceedings with the Chrituans of St. Zhomas in 
the very end of the /a/? Century. 

But we are certain trom the Greek Hiſtorians, that in 
Conſtantine's time the Chriſtians in Per/ra were fo nume- 
rous that he wrote to the Xing of Per/jra on their behalf, 
Euſebius faith that Conſtantine was informed, that the Chur or a8 Vite 
ches were much increaſed there, and great Multitudes were c 8. © 
brouzht into Chriſt's Flock; and Conſtantine himfelt in his c. 13, 

etter to Sapores faith, the Chriſtians flouriſhed in the beſt 
parts of Perſia ; and he hoped they might continue ſo to doe. 
But atter Conſtantine's death a terrible Perſecution betell 
tzem, wherein Sozomen faith, the Names of 16000 Martyrs 
were preſerved , beſides an innumerable Multitude of un- 
#nown perſons. The ſharpeſt part of the Perſecution fell 
apon the Biſhops and Presbyters ; eſpecially in Adiabene, c 12. 
which was almoſt wholly Chriſtian, which Ammianus Ammianus 
Marce/linus faith was the ſame with Afyria , wherein Marccll. 4.23: 
were Ninive, Ecbatane, Arbela, Gaugamela, Babylon (or Soz. 1.2.c. 5, 
Seleucia ) and Crefiphon, of which Sozomen faith, Syme- 
9 was then Archbiſhop. And he names above twenty 
Biſhops who ſuffered beſides, and one Mareabdes a Chor- 
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what mean thoughts thoſe have of the Cathelick Church 
who confine 1t to the Roman Communion. Theoderet 


* and S. Chryſoſtom both affirm that the Perfians had the 


Scriptures then in their own Languazo; and Sozomen faith, 
that Symeon ArchL;//p of Selcucia, aud Ctcliphon before 
his own Martyrdom, i:ceuraged the reſt to ſuffer out of the 
holy Scriptures. Winch ſuppoſes them well acquainted 
with the Language ot it, an+l it is not very likely they 
inonl1 be cither with the Hebrew, Greek or Latin ; but 
the other Teſtimonics make it clear that it was 1n their 
own Tongue. | | 

The Anonymous Writer of S. Chry/e/tom's Lite affirms, 
that while he ſtaid in Armenia, he cauſed the New Teſta 
ment to be tranſlated into the Armenian Tongue for the 
benefit of thoſe Churches, And this Tradition is allow'd 
by ſeveral learned Men in the Church of Rome. But the 
Armenians themſelves ſay, the whole Bible was tranſſated 
into the Armenian Language by Moſes Grammaticus, Dx 
vid aud Mampreus, three learned Men of their own, in 
the time of their Patriarch Ifaac, about $. Chryſoſtoms 
time. Theodoret, in the place already cited, mentions the 
Armenian Tranſlaticn, as a thing well known; and he 
was near enough to underſtand the truth ot it. 

Tacobus de Vitriaco, a Roman Cardinal, faith, that the 
Armenians in his time had the Scriptures read to them in 
?neir own Language. 

The Syriack Verſion for the Ule of thoſe in the Eaſtern 
parts who underſtood not ZZebrew or Greek, 1s allowed 
by all learned Men to have been very ancient. I mean 
the old imple Verſion out of the Originals , and not that 
out of the LXA. of the Old Teltament. As to the 
New, the Tradition of the Eaſtern People is, that 7? 
was done either in the Apoſtles times or very near them. 


Abraham Ecchellenjis thews , from the Syrzack os 
that 
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| | - Bj! the Abr. Ecchell. 
that the Compleat Tranſlation of the Bile was mage tn the TO COW 


time of Abgarus, King of Edeſla, by the means of Thad jet, 
dxzus and the other Apoſtles ; and as tothe time of Thaa- 
dews, Gregorins Malatienlis confirms it. ; : 
Poſtellus quotes an ancient Tradition ( whuch my Ac- 
verſaries ought to regard) that S. Mark himſelf Tranſla- 
ted not only his own Goſpel, but all the Books of the Nev 
Teſtament into the Vulgar Syriack. Ir 1s ſuficient to my 
purpoſe, to ſhew that there was ſuch an | 
ancient Tranſlation, which is owned by &: CHE = Joh. 
d. Chryſoſtcz 7 S. Ambroſe , S. Auguſtin 3 Aug.de Civit. Deid.15.c.12% 
Diodorus and Theodoret : which makes me Divil. a4 Gen. 27. 27. 


Greg, Hi. 
Dynan. 5: 


- . in Plal. 3. 4- 
wonder at Cardinal Bellarmin's affirming 1% Fan. _ 
with ſo much confidence, that none of the  inPL 112.1. 


X © in Pſ. 115. 
Fathers ſpeak of the Syriack Verſion , when Deer. Dok Dans 4. 


Theodoret alone mentions it fo often 1n his. 
Commentaries. 
Although the Greeks in Egype might very well under- 
ſtand the Greek of the Old and New Teſtament , / eſpe- 
cially if that which is called the LXX. were done by 
the Alexandrian Jews, as ſome imagine) yet thoſe who 
knew no other than the old Egyptian Language could not 
make uſe of it. And therefore a Coptick [ranſlation was Prodr. Cop, 
made for them; which Kzrcher thinks to have Leen 1 300 ©'* 
J2ars old. And he withal obferves, chat their ancient 
Liturgies were in the Coptick Language. 
That it might not be fuſpted rhat Kircher impoſtd 
upon the World, he gives a particular account of the 
Books he had ſeen 1n the Vatican Library and uiſewhere 
in the Coptick Tongue. The Pentatench in three Tome, 
diſtinguiſhed into Paragraphs by lines. The four Goſpsls 
by themſelves. S Paul's Epiſtles and three Canonical E- 
piftles with the 4s in awmother Volume. The Apocalypſe 
by it ſelf, and the Pſulter. The Liturgy of S. Mark wh 
H ether 
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other daily Prayers. The Liturgy of S. Gregory , with 
the Prayers of S. Cyril iz the Coptick Language; and 


Liturgy of S. Bail, with Gregory aud Cyril, with ſeveral 
other Rituals, Miſſals and Prayers, all in the ſame Tongue, 
All theſe, he ſaith, are in the Vatican Library. And in 
that of the Maronites College, he laith, is an old Coprick 
Martyrology about 13co years ſtanding , by which he finds, 
that the chief imployment of the old Egyptian Monks was 
to tranſlate the Bible out of Hebrew, Chaldee and Greek in, 
zo the Coptick Tongue. 

Morinus ſaith , that in the Oratorian Lbrary at Parig, 
they had the Coptick Goſpels brought from Conltantinople 
by Monſr. de Sancy. 

Petruns 4 Valle, a Nobleman of Rome, and a great Tra- 
veller, ſaith he had ſeveral parts of Scripture in the Cop- 
tick Language ; which were turned into Arabick, when the 
old Coptick grew into diſuſe. 

| Petraeus had in the Eaſtern Parts « Coptick Pſalter , 
with an Arabick Verſion, which he deſigned to publiſh. 

The Congregation de propaganda Fide at Rowe had 
ſeveral Coptice MS S, ſent to them out of Egypr, among 
the reſ} the Coptick Book of Ordination Tranſloatd and 
Printed by Kzrcher ; and {ſince reprinted by Morin. 

Seouter the late Chance!lour of France had in his Lt 
brary, the Coſecratton of a Patriarch in Coptick and Ara 
bick, and ſeveral Tranſlations of the Bible, and Prayers in 
both Lanouazes. 

The Frhiopick Tranſlation bears date with the Com 
verſion of the Nation, according to their own Tradition, 
which ſome make to be in the Apoſtolical times , and 0- 
thers in the time of Coyſtantine ; and their Publick Offi 
cesare performed in their own Tongue. The Chancet- 


lour Seenier had not only many parts of the Bible , but 
Prayers and Offices in the Acrhiopick Tongue. 


I ſhall 
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ſhall add but one thing more to this purpoſe, which 
is taken from the want of Antiquity in the Arabick Ver- 
ſons ; which is confeſſed by the learned Criricks on all 
ſides. And even this tends to prove my deſign. For 
when the Saracey Empire prevailed, the People grew 
more acquainted with the Aravzc# than with the ancient 
$yriack or Coptick ; and theretore the Scripture was then 
tranſlated into Arabick ; (as Vaſens laith it was done in 
Spain after the Moors came thither by a Biſhop of $e- 
vil) and this was the true reaſon why the Arabict Ver- 
ſons have no greater Antiquity, For Gabrzel Sionita ob- 
ſerves that the Arabick is become the moſt Vuloar Lan- 
guage in the Eaſtern Parts, And becauſe it was fo in 
S5r14 as well as Egypr, therefore there are ditierent Ara- 
bick Verſions ; the one called Codex Antiochenns, and the 
other Alexandrinns. 

Thus I have proved that there was a Catholick Tradi- 
tion directly contrary to that eſtabliſhed by order of the 
Council of Trerr. — 

And now I proceed to give an Account of the 1ethods 
and Steps by which this Decree came to its ripenels. 


1. The fhirit Strep was the Declenſion and Corruption of 


W 


gl 


Gabr. Sionita 
de Arab. c. 12: 


the Latin Tonzne in the Weftern Church. It is obſerved by 


Polybins, that from the time of the firſt League between 
the Romans and Carthaginians, the Latin Tongue was (0 
much changed even in Rome it ſelf that very few could un- 
derſtana the Words of it. Ani Feſtus in Latine logus 
laith, rhat rhe Language was ſo alter'd, that ſcarce any 
part of it remained entire, Scaliger thinks theſe words were 
aaded to Feltus by Paulus Diaconus ; which ſeems much 
more probable, fince he lived in the time of Charlexrapp. 
At which time we may calily ſuppoſe th# Lat; Touone 
to have been very much corrupted by the Writers, and 
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not ſo eaſie to be underſtood any where by the Com- 
mon People in ſudcen Diſcourle, as it had been before, 
W hich appears evident by the Latin Sermons madeto 
the People 1a the ſeveral Provinces inthe Roman Empire; 
as in Africa by S. Aug»ſtin and Fulzentins ; in Italy by 
Petrus Chryſolougus, Laurentius Novarienſis, Gaudentias 
Brixienſis, Ennodius T icinenſis : Ia Spain by Iſidore, 1. 
dephonſas and others : ln Gaul by Caſarins, Eucherius, 
Elizzus, and ſeveral others, whoſe Latin Sermons to the 
conc. Turon. People are till extant, In the Council of Tours, in the 
35'7  timeof Charlemagn, particular care is taken that the Ho- 
milies ſhould te tranſlated by their Biſhops either into the 
Ruſtick Roman or the German, that the People might the 
eaſier underſtand them. Theſe Homilies were either thoſe 
which Charlemagn cauſed to be taken out of the Fathers, 
and applicd to the {everal Leflons through the year, as 
Sigeb. a4 An. Szzebert obſerves, or of their own compoling ; however 
ved they were to be turned by the Biſhops either into R#- 
ſtick Roman, or German, as ſerved belt to the capacities 
of the People. For the Fraxkts then either retained the 
Original German, or uſed the Ruſtick Roman, but this 
latter fo much prevailed over the other, that in the ſo- 
lemn Oaths between Lens and Charles upon parting 
| Nithard.!. 3, the Dominions of Frazce and Germany, ſet down in Nt 
} thardus, the Ruſtick Roman was become the Vulgar Lan- 
s | guazeof France, and theie were but the Grandchildren 
mY -# of Charlemaon, Marquardus Freherus thinks that onely 
| does the Princes and Great Men retained the German, but the 
| Lud. & Car, gererality then ſpakethe Ruſtick Roman ; as appears by 
| the Oath of the People ; which begins thus. 


CO . SV: Loanggs Sacrament que Son Fraare C arlo jurat conſer- 
Tir, 8. ah vat,  Carlus meo Serdra de ſuo part non 40s tanit, zo 


returaar non Weit pots, neio, ne nenls cut eo returnar pil 
pois, in nulla adjudha contra Lodwig nun ls rver. , 
y 
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By which we may ſee what a mixture of Latz» there 
was in the vulgar Langnage then uled by the Franks,and 
tow cafe it was for the People then to underſtand the 
wblick Offices being conſtant ; but the Serzzons not being 
ſo, there wasgreater neceſlity to turn them into that cor- 
ruptor Ruſtick Roman,which was thoroughly underſtood 
by them. In Spazn the Latin was leſs corrupted before 
the Gothick and Arabick or Mooriſh Words were taken in- 
toit. Lucius Marines laith, that had it not been for 
the mixture of thoſe words, the Spaniards had ſpoken as 
good Latin as the Romans did in the time of Tully : and he 
faith, that to his time he had ſeen Epiſtles written in Spa- 
wiſh, wherein all the Nouns and Verbs were good Latin. 
Ia Italy the Affinity of the vulgar prevailing Language 
and the Latin continued ſo great, that rhe ditterence 
ſeemed for ſome hundred years, no more than of the 
learned and common Greek, or of the Exgliſh and Scotch ; 
and ſo no neceſſity was then apprehended of Tranſ(la- 
tingthe correct Tongue intoa corrupt Dialect of it. 

But where there was a plain difference of Language 
tiere was ſome care even then taken, that the People 
might underſtand what they heard, as appears by theſe 
things : | | 
I, Alcutzis gives an Account why one day was called 
Sabbatum in 12 Leftionibus, when there were but ſix Le/- 
ſons, and he ſaith, it was becauſe they were read both in 
Greek and Latin, they not underſtanding each others Lan- 
gZuages, Not becaule the Greek was a holy Tongue, but 
qu1a aderant Greci, quibus ignota erat lingua Latina; whic! 
Mewsthat the Church then thought it a reaſonable cauſe 
to havethe Scriptnre in ſuch a Language, which might 
be underſtood by the People. The {ame Reaſon is given 
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2. In the Germax Churches there were ancient Tranſls 


R henan. Rev, #4075 Of Scripture into their own Language. B. Rhenany, 
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attributes a Tranſlation of the Goſpels to Waldo Bilbop 
ot Freiſinz, aſſoon as the Franks received Chriſtianity, and 
he ſaith, t was the immortal Honours of the Franks, 
have the Scripture ſo ſoon tranſlated into their own Lay. 
guage; which, faith he, is of late oppoſed by ſome Divine . 
$0 little «1d he know of an univerlal Tradition again 
it, GolZ2ftus mentions the Tranſlation in Rhime by Ott: 
fridus Wiſſenbargenſis, publiſhed by Achilles Gaſſarns, the 
Plalter of Votkerus, Rnudolphns ab Eems his Paraphraſeof 
the old Teſtament, Andreas du Cheſs hath publiſhed a 
Pretace betore an old Saxon Book, wherein it 1s ſaid, the 
Ludovicus Pius did take care that all the People ſhould 
read the Scripture ii their own Tongue, and gave it in 
charge to a S$3x0nN to tranſlate both Old and New Teſtament 
into the German Lapznage; which, ſaith he, was perfor- 
mea very elegantly. 

3. In the Saxon Churches here, it was not to be expec- 
ted that the Scripture {hould be tranſlated,till there were 
Perſons learned both in the Saxoz and the other Lane 
guages. Bede, in his Epiſtle to Fzbeyr,puts him upon in- 
ftructing the common People 1n their own Language, 
eſpecially in the Creed and Lord's Prayer; and tofurthe: 
ſo good a Work, Bede himſelf tranſlated the Goſpel of St, 
Tohn ito the Saxon T ongue, as Cuthbert faith inthe Ep 
{He about his Death, in the Life of Bede, before his S 
xon Hiſtory, It appeers by the old Canons of Churches, 
and the Epiſtles of A*Ifric, faich Mr, Liſle, that there was 
an 01d Saxon Canon for the Prieſt to ſay unto the People the 
ſenſ* of the Gofpelin Engliſh ; and Aifric faith of him- 


telf, that be had tranſlated the Pentateuch, and ſome of the 


H:/torical Books, The New Teſtament was tranſlated 
by ſeveral hands; and anancient Saxo- Tranilation ha 
een 
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been lately publiſhed with the Gorhick Goſpels, And there 
were old Saxon Gloſſes upon the Goſpels ; of Aldred, Far- 


men and Owen. The laſt Work of K. Alfred was the tranf- 


ling the Pſalter ; and if the MS. Hiſtory of Ely deſerves. 


O 


credit, he tranſlated both the Old and New Teſtament. 


4. It is not denied either by Bellarmin or Baronins,that pen, ts yi 
the Slavonians i# the 9th Century had a permiſſion upon to Di, 1, 2. 
their converſion to Chriſtianity, to enjoy the Bible, and to ,,,. 
have publick Offices performed in their own Language. But 880. n. 16: 


they tell us, if was becauſe they were then Children in the 
Fanh, and to be indulged ; (but merthinks Children were 
the moſt in danger to be ſeduced ; ) or there were nos 
Prieſts enough to officiate in Latin at firſt : But this was 
n0 Reaſon then given,as appears by the Pope's own Let- 
ter publiſhed by Baronizs, W herein he grves God thanks 
for the Invention of Letters among them by Conſtantine 4 
Philoſopher ; and he exprelly faith, zhat God rad not con- 


| fined bis Hononry to three Languages, but all People and 


Languages were to praiſe him ; and he ſaith, God himſelf 
mn Scripture had ſo commanded ; and he quotes St. Paul's 
words for it, One would wonder thoſe great Men ſhould 
n0 better conſider the Popes own Reaſons ; but give 0- 
thers for him, which he never thought of. It is true, he 
adds, that he would have the Goſpel read firſt in Latin, and 
then in Salvenian , and if they pleaſed he would have the 
Maſs ſaid in Latin ; but the Slavonians continued their 
Cultom, and the Pope was willing enough to let them 
enjoy ut, for his own convenience as well as theirs. For 


there wasa ſecret in this matter, which is not fully un- 
Aventinus, faith, that Methodius izvented ther I et- AVEntin. Ar 
| irs, and tranſlated the Scriptures iato the YIAvoman Lz *-4-0 


I 0ncue, and perſuaded the People to rigett the Latin Ser- 


| #2; but this I ke no ground for, Bur the Truth of the 
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matter was, the $/210n7ans were converted by the means 
of Methodins and Cyril, (otherwiſe called Conſtantine) 
two Greek Biſhops,and the Chriſtian Religion was ſettled 
among them by their means, and they Tranſlated the 
Scriptures and Oftices of Worſhip into their own Lan- 
guage. The Pope had not forgotten the buſineſs of the 
Bulgarians, and he could not tell but this might end in 
iubjzeaion to another Patriarchal See ; and therefore he 
enceavours to get Methoazns and Cyril to Rome, andha- 
ving gained them, he ſends a ſweetning Letter to the 
Prince , and makes the conceſſion before mentioned, 
For he could not but remember how very lately the 
Zar. A. $69. Greeks had gained [the Bulgarians from him; and leſt 
7. Jos the Slavonians ſhould follow them , he was content to 
let them have what they deſired, and had already E- 
ſtabliſhed among themſelves , without his Permiſſion, 
All this appears from the account of this matter given 
by Conftantinus Porphyrogenetas, compare. with Diocleas 
his Regnum Slavorum,and Lncins his Dalmatian Hiſeory. 
It is {uficient for my purpoſe, that Dzocleas owns that 
Conſtantine (to whom Andreas Dandalus, D. of Venice, 
Luci. de Reg- 1n his MS. Hiſtory cited by Lucize, faith, the Pope gave 
PO Fs the name of Cyril ) did Tranſlate the Bible into the Slav0- 
: nian Toreve, for the benefit of the People, and the publick 
Offices out of Greek, according to their Cuſtom. And the 
Chancellour Segzier had in his Library both the New 
Cartel. MS S. Teſtament and Litnrotes in the Slavonian Language , ana 
ER is Cyril's Charaiter ; and many of the Greek Fathers 
Commentaries on Scripture in that Tongue, but not one 

of the Latin. 


Greg. Regiſt, 2. The next ſtep was, when Gregory 7. prohibitea the 
L 7. Epli. Tra fttion of the Latin Offices in the Slavonian Tongue, 


And this he did tothe King of Bohemia himſelf, after a 
perempto- 
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ſons fit to officiate in thoſe ſeveral Lanouanes, Why lo? It 
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againſt the Scripture in a known Tongue. 


peremptory Manner ; but he ſaith, 7t was the requeſt of 
the Nobility, that they might have divine Offices in te 


Slavonian 7 omgue, which he could by x0 means yeeld to. 


What was the matter 2 How comes the Caſe to be ſo 
much altered from what it was in his Prececeflor's time? 
The true Reaſon was, the Bohemian Churches were then 


brought into greater Subjection to the Roman See, alter 


the Conſecration of Dithmarus Saxo to be their Archbi- 
ſhop ; and now they mult own their Subjeciion, as the 


Roman Provinces were wont to do, by receiving the 
Language. But as his Predeceſiour had found Scripture 
for it,to1 Gregory pretends he had foundReafon againit it, 
viz. The Scriptere was ot ſcure, and apt to ve miſuncerſtood 
and deſpiſed, What ! more than in the time of Merboat- 
and Cyri/? It they pleaded Primitive Practice, he 
plainly anſwers, 7hat the Church is grown 


wiſer, and hath correfted many things that , uw" primitiea Eecleſit muta 
were thea allowed, This is indeed ba digimultoerit que a fantl;s Patrt- 

4 a4 ovea. US 15 INGEEA TOLL iC bus poſtmodum firnataChr iſt ianita- 
purpole ; and therefore by the Authori- te, & Religione creſcente, Julrile 


ty of S. Peter, he forbids him to ſuffer 4. Cxammanone correcta junt, 


ny ſuch thing, ana charoes him to oppoſe 

it with all his might. 

 Putaiter all, 1c 15 entred in the Canon Law De 0fF. 
19 fud, Org. 1. 1. Tit.31. c.Quontam,as a Decree of L10- 
cent 3.10 the Lateran Council, that ihere there were P23- 
ple of different Langnazes, the Biſhop was to proviat Per: 


+ 


tnere were a prohibition of uſing any but the Latin 
- ongue, But this WAS for the Urecks, and theirs was ai 
9:3 Tonone,That is not ſaid; nor if it were would it (eo 
nine any ting ; tor doth any imagivary holine(s of the 
10721: fanQtic ignorant Devotion ? Bur the Como (p- 
pie them to have the ſume Faith, Then the in: aning 
5 tat no man muſt examin his Religion by che So:ip- 
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ture, but if he rſeolves beforehand to. believe as the 
Church believes, then he may have the Scriptures or 
Prayers in what Language he pleaſes. But even this is 
not permitted in the Roman Church. For, 


2. After the Inquiſition was ſet up by the Authority of 
Innocent 3. in the Lateran Council, no Lay Perſons were 
permitted to have the Books of the Old and New Teſta. 
ment, but the P/alrer, or Breviary, or Hours, they 
might have ; but by no means in the »ul{gar Languaee, 
Labb. Concil. This is called by D'*achery and Labbe the Council of Tho 
76.11.p-427. louſe, but in truth it was nothing elſe but an Order of 
the Inquiſition, as will appear to any one that reads it, 
And the I-quiſition ought to have the Honour of it, both 
in Fraxceand Spazn. Which Prohibition hath been ſopgrate- 
full to ſome Divines of the Church of 
Coclil, . Alex. Alctium, 4. D. Rome,that Cochlens calls it pious, juſt, res- 
1533 | 
Andrad. Defenſ Concil. Trident. ſonable, wholſom and neceſſary ; Anaradias 
L. 4 thinks the taking of it away would be 
Ledeſina de Div. Script, quavis aeftruttive to Faith ; Leaeſma ſaith, the 
Jingua 101 leg. Þ. 155» true Catholicks do not deſire it, and bad 
Pet. Sutor de Tralatione Bibliz, ought not tobe gratified with it, Petrus 
p 99+ Þ- 96. Sutor , a Carthuſian Dodtour , calls the 
Tranſlating Scripture into the vulgar 
Languages, a raſh, WIN; and dangeroms thing ; and he 
gives the true Reaſon of it, viz. that the People will be 
apt to murmur when they ſee things required as from the 
Apoſtles, which they cannot find a word of in Scripture. 
And when all is ſaid on this Subje& that can be, by men 
of more Art, this is the plaineſt and honeſteft Reaſon tor 
ſuch a Prohibition; but IrhopelI have made it appear it 
15 not built on any Carbolick Tradition. 


for the Merit of Good Works. 


\ 


1v. ©f the Merit of Good Wozks, 


The Council of Trent Sefſ. 6. c. 15. declares, That the 
Good Works of juſtified Perſons do truly deſerve Eternal 
Life; and Car. 33.an Anathema is denounced againſt him 
that denies them to be meritorious, or that a juſtified Per- 
ſon by them doth not truly merit Increaſe of Grace , and 
Happineſs, and Eternal Life. 

The Council hath not thought fit to declare what it 
means by 7ruly meriting ; but certainly it muſt be oppoſed 
to an improper kind oft Meriting , and what that is we 
muſt learn trom the D:zvines of the Church of Rome. 

1, Some ſay, That ſome of the Fathers ſpeak of an 
improper kind of Merit, which is no more than the due 
Means for the attaining of Happineſs as the End: So 


Vega confeſſes they often uſe the word Merit , where vega de Fu- 
thereisno Reaſon for Merz#, either by way of Congruity #f-1. 5: c. 3. 


or Condignity, Therefore, where there is true Merit there 
muſt bea proper Reaſon for it. And the Council of Trext 
being deligned to condemn ſome prevailing Opinions art 
that time, among thoſe they called Hereticks , this Al- 
ſertion of 7rue Merit muſt be levelled againſt ſome Doc- 
trineof theirs'; but they held Good Works to be neceſſary 
as Means to an end, and therefore this could not be the 
meaning of the Council, 


Suarez ſaith, the words of the Conncil ought to be ſpeci- Suarez 4: 
ally obſerved, which are, that there is nothing wanting in 1 us, 


the 200d works of jJ«ſtified Perſons , ut vere promerui!le 
cenleantur ; and therefore no Metaphorical or improper , 
but that which by the Senſe of the Church of Roine was ac- 
counted true Merit in oppoſition to what was ſaid by theſe 
«counted Hereticks muſt be underſfood thereby. 


F.'2 2, Others 
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2, Others fay, that a weer Congrutty ariſing from the 
Promiſe and Favour of God in rewarding the as of his 
Grace in juſtihed Perſons cannot be the proper Merit in. 
tended by the Council. And that for thele Reaſons, 


1. $:4;c2 oblcrres that although the Council ayoigs 
tie, Terms ex Coxdizno,yet becaulc it ſtill uſes the words 
vere erert, it implies fomething more than mere Congry 
ztz ; and becauſe it ſpeaks of meriting the Increaſe of Grate, 
ad not the firſt Grace; now a Congrnity 1s allowed for 
the fir Grace, which 1t exciuzes by mentioning rhe Is. 
crezſe. And withal, it brings places to prove zhat thegiv. 
ing the Reward muſt be a Retribution of Juſtice, and if ſq, 
the merit muſt be more than that of Congruity. 

2. Becaule God's Promiſe doth not give any Iatrinſit 
valic to the Nature of the AEt ; no more than his threat- 
ning oth increaſe the Nature of Guilc. It the King of 
Perſia had promiſed a Province to him that gave hima 
draught of Water,the Act it felt had been no more mer;- 
f074285; but it only ſhewed the Munificence of the Prince; 
no mere do God's Promiſes of Eternal Life add any merit 
to the Acts of Grace, but onely ſet forth the Infinite Boun- 
ty of the Promiler. 

3. Inthe Conference at Ratz5boz (the year this De- 
cie2 patſed)by the Emperour's Order the Proteſtant Par- 
ty did yield, that by virtue of God's Promiſe the Reward 
of Frermal Life was due to juſtified Perſons; as a Father 

promiſing a great Reward to his $22 for his pains in ſtuay- 
in2, makes it become due t0him, althou2h there be no pro: 
portion between them. And if ao more were meant by Berit 
of Congruity, than that it was wery aoreeable to the Di- 
vine Nature to reward the Atts of his own Grace with an 
finite Reward, they would yield this too, 


4, Car- 
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g, Cardinal Pa/laviczai gives us the plaia and truc eh on 
meaning of the Council, viz. that a Merit de Congruo ,,,.. 
wa allowed for Works before Tuſtification ; but for Works 
er, they all aoreed, he ſaith; zhat therewas a Merit de 
condigno 7 them both for increaſe of Grace ana Eternal 
Gly, by Merit de cozdi2u0 is meant ſuch an 72trinſt-s 
valre in the nature of the Act as makes the Reward 1n 
Jultice to be due to 1t. | 

Some call one of theſe, Meritum ſecundum quid ; hich Rich. de 2%- 
is the ſame with de comgruo ; which really deſerves no ay ns"? - 
reward, but receives it onely from the liberality of the 17. ar. 0s. 


Iich. de Or- 


Giver ; and this hath not #ru!p, ſay they, the notion of N 


CT lis iH 3s 


Merit ; but that which makes the reward due 15 ſimple _ Hf 2; 
and true Merit, when it doth not come merely from the | 
Kindneſs of the Giver, but from Reſpect to the wortht- 

neſs of the Action and the Doer, and this 1s de condizno. 

Let us now ſee what Catholick Tradition there was 
tor this Doctrine, and whether this were tauzht them 
by their Fathers in a continued ſucceſſion down from 
the Apoſtles times, 

Lut that there was a change as to the ſcn'e of the 
Church in this matter, I ſhall prove in the firſt place 
irom an Office which was allow?d in the Church betore, 
and forbidden aſter. It was an Office with reſpeCt to djing 
Perſons, wherein are theſe Queltions. 

(). Doſt thou believe that thou {halt Cred;s non proprius Merits, fed 
come to Heaven, not bv thy owa Merits, } 5 arm - rs Fan # Ju Chriſei 
but by the virtue and bevit of Chrift's vrifite 7 " FI 
Paſſion e E C're1). | 

A. 3b bellies Phone 

( Dj thou believe that Chrift died mis fir 5 qo ox projrits merii's, 

or or Silvation , and that none can be - _ ante: Fo OO. 
Javed by thetr own Merits , 07 aAy other - —_ OY 
way but by the Merits of his Paſſiza ? 
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Now when the Indices Expurgatorii were made in 
puriuance to the Order of the Council of Trent, this paſ. 
tage was no longer endured, For, in the Romaz Index 
the Ordo baptizanai, wherein this Queftion was, is for- 
bidden till it were Corrected. But the Spaniſh Indice; 
explain the myſtery ; that of Cardinal Qairoga faith 
exprelly, theſe Queſtions and Anſwers muſt be blotted out: 
and the like we tind in the Index of Soto major and Sn- 
doval. What now 1s the Reafon, that fuch Queſtions and 
Anſwers were no longer permitted, if the Churches 
Tradition continued {till the ſame ? Was not this a way 
to know the Tradition of the Church by the Offices uſed 
init ? This was no private Office then firft uſed, butal- 
though the prohibition mentions one Impreſſion at Ye 
nice (as though there had been no more) I have one be- 
fore me, Printed by Gryphins at Fence two years before 
that; and long before with the Praceptorium of Lyrs, - 
A. D. 1495. where the Queſtion to the dying Perſon is 
in theſe words, Si credit ſe Merito Paſſrons Chriſti & 
non propriis ad gloriam pervenire? Et reſpondeat, Credo, 
And the ſame Queſtions and Anſwers 1 have in a Sacer- 
dotale Romanum Printed by Nicolinus at Venice 1585, 
Cardinal Hoſizs ſays that he had ſeen theſe Queſtions ana 
Anſwers in the Sacerdotale Romanum and in the Hortalm 
Anime; and that they were believed to be firſt preſcri- 
bed by Az/ſelm, Archbiſhop of Cazterbury. On what ac- 
count now, come theſe things to be prohibited and ex- 
punged, if the Churches Do&#rine and Tradition about 
this matter, be ſtill the very ſame ? Nodoubt it was bes 
lieved that the Council of Trent had now fo far declared 
the Senſe of the Church another way,that ſuch Queſtions 
and Anſwers were no longer to bz endured. 

Bur before the Council of Trent the Canons of Coley a» 


gainſ(t Hermannus their Biſhop, when he publiſhed his - 
; Refor- 
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Reformation, declare, that God's giving Eternal Life up 
on good Works is ex graruita dignatione ſue clementie, 
From the Favour which God vouchſafes to them.W hich 
to my apprehenſion 15 inconſiſtent with the Notion of 

+rye Merit in the Works themſelves ; for if there be any 

Comdjgnity in them, it cannot be mere Grace and Fa- 

vour in God to reward them. | 

The ſame Canons in their Exchiridion ſome years be- Enchirid. Co- 
fore, when they joyned with their Biſhop, call it fupi- 199/175. 2. 
dity to think that good Works are rewarded with Eternal 
Life for any Dignity in the Works themſelves. And if 
there be no dignity in them, there can be no true Me- 
rit ; as the Council of Tremt determines with an Ana- 
thema, 

Pope Adrian VI. gives ſuch an account of the Merzt aarian. de 
of our Works, that he could never imagine any condgg- Sr. Eucbar. 
zityinthem to Eternal Life. For, faith he, our Merits FRO 
are a broken reed, which pierce the hand of him that leans 
wpon them ; they are a menſtruoms Cloth, and our beſt Atti- 
ons mixt with impurities; and when we have done all that 
me can, we are unprofitable Servants. 

Petrus de Alliaco Cardinal of Cambray attributes NO Pet de Alliz- 
othereffeCt to good Works than of Cauſa ſine qua non ; in 4. 1+ 
and faith that the Reward 7s not to be attributed to any —_— Y 
Virtue in tens, but to the Will of the Giver. Which T 
think overthrows any true Merir. 

Gubriel Bjel attributes the Merit of Good Works not to gictin?. 2. 
any iztrinſecal Goodneſs in them, but to God's acceptation. ſent. diſt. 27. 
Which is in words to afſert Merit, and in truth to deny TT Mr + 
It ; for, how can there be true Merit in the Works, if 
all their valuedepends upon divin2 Acceptance ? 

Thomas Walden charges Wickliff with aſſerting the wallen. de - 
DoFrine of Merit and incourazing men to truſt in their Sram. Tits 
own Righteouſneſs, and he quotes Scripture and Fathers ab 
againſt 
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a221ait ic ; and he blames the uſe of the term of Meri 
cither ex cor27uo Or ex condieno : Which he ſaith was an 
[awention of ſome late Schoolmen, and was contrary to the 
ancient Dicfrine of the Charch. As he PTOVECS, not only 
trom S:r:4tme and Fathers, but irom the ancient Offices 
0 : 55a the Caxor of the Maf<s, Non aſt imator meriti, 
ſed eats gueſumins largitor, Oc. Fer. 4. Patil. Ut qui te 
merilcium qualitate ailſtaimis, non juaicium tun ſea mi. 
ſtriccerdiam cnſequamunr, Dom. 2. Adv. Ub: nulla ſupte- 
tunt ſuſſragia meritorum, tue nobis indulgentie ſuccurre 
prafſidiis, How comes the Doctrine condemned in 
IW:ickliff to be eltabliſhed in the Council of Trent ? Fox 
he was blamed tor afſerting trnue Merit, and the Council 
aſſerts it with an Anathema to thoſe that deny it. And 
yer we mult believe the very ſame 7raartzon to have 
been in the Church all this while. 

Vega ſaith, that Walden ſpeaks againſt Merits without 
Grace ; but any one that reads him will nd it ctherwile, 
For he produces thoſe patlages out of the Fathers againlt 
Mcits which do ſuppole Divize Grace, as 1t were ealle 
to ſhew ; but Friar Walden thought the notion of Merit 
inconſiitent with the Power and Iaflwerce of Divine rac 
nece{fary to our beſt AfQtions. God, ſaith he, dith nit 
reeard Merit either as to Congraity or Condignity, bat his 
own Grace, and Will, and Mercy. 

Marſilins de Ingen who lived before Walden reckons 
up three Opinions about Merit ; the firſt of thoſe who at- 
nied it, and of this, ſaith te, Durandus ſeems to be, and 
one Joh. ds Exerbeco. The fecord of thoſe who ſaid that 
our Works have ao merit of themſelves, but as informed by 
&ivize Grace, and from the cſhiftance of the Holy Ghoſt, 
fo they do truly merit Eternal Life, and of this Opinion 
he ſaith was Thee de Argentina. The third was, 01 
thoſe v ho granted tat true Alerit aoth imply an _ 
W, 
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lity, but then they aiſtinguiſh Equality, as to Quantity anda 
as ro Proportion, and in this latter ſenſe they aſſerted an 
Equality. And of this Opinion he faith was Perrus de 
Tarantaſiz, But he delivers his own Judgment in theſe 
Concluſions. 

1. That our Morks either conſidered in themſelves or 
with Divine Gr4ce are not meritorious of Eternal Life ex 
condigno, witic! he proves both from Screpture and 
Reaſon, 01%. hecauſe 7. No Man can make God a Debtor 
to him ; for the mores Grace he hath the more he # a Debtor 
to God. And 2. He cannot merit of another by what he 
receives from him. And 3, No man can pay what he owes 
to God , aud therefore can never merit at his hands. 
4. No man c42 merit here ſo much Grace as to keep him 
from falling away from Grace ; much leſs then Eternal Life. 

2, Theſe works may be ſaid to be meritorious of Eternal 
Life ex condigno by divine acceptation originally procee- 
ding from the Merit of Chrift”s Paſſion, becauſe that makes 
them worthy. But this 1s Chrift*s Merit and not the true 
Verit of our Works. 

3. Works done by Grace do merit Ftern:l Life de con- 
gruo from Gods liberal diſpoſition, whereby he hath ap- 
pointed ſo to reward them. It beeino agreeable to him to 
give Ulory to them that love him. Bur this 1s an 1mpro- 
per kind of Merze, and can by no means ſupport the 
Tradition of #rme Merz. | 

Durandns utterly denies any true Merit of Man to- 


wards God;he doth not deny it in a /arge zmzproper ſeaſe jrm.l. 2. dill 
jor luch a Condignity in our actions as God hath appoin- 27:4 2+ 


ted 16 order to a Reward; which is by the Grace of God 
1NUS; but as it is taken for free Action to which 4 
Reward is in Tuſtice due; becauſe whatever we doe ts 
more owing to the Grace of God than to our ſelves; but to 
make a Debtor to us, we muſt not only pay an equivalent 
f0 
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to what we owe, but we muſt go beyond it ; but to God ang 
our Parents we can never pay an equivalent, much leſs ex. 
ceed it. And ne can never merit by what God gives us 

. » 
becauſe the Gift lays a greater Obligation upon us. And 
he faith, the holding the contrary 1s temerarious and 
blaſphemous. 

the two grounds of holding Merit were, the ſuppoſing 
a Propertion between Urace and Glory, and an Equality 
between Divine Grace and Glory in Vertue, Grace being 
as the Seed of Glory ; and to both tiele he anſwers, 

To thEfirlt, That the giving a Reward upon Merit is 
20 part of diſtriburtve, but commutative Juſtice, becauſe 
#t reſpetts the relation of one thing to another, and not the 
mere quality of the Perſon. 

To the ſecond, That the Value of an Ad is not cons 
frdered with reſpett to the firſt Mover, but to the immedi, 
ate Agent : and as to Grace being the ſeed of Glory, it is 
but a "metaphorical expreſſion, and nothing «can be drawn 
fromit. So that Durandus concludes true Merit with 
reſpect to God to be temerarious, blaſphemons and in- 
poffuble. 

Ockam declares,T hat after all cur good Works God miy 
without Tajuſtice deny Eternal Life to them who do them ; 
becauſe God can be Debtor to none ; and therefore what 
ever he doth to us, it is ont of mere Grace, And thut 
there can be nothing meritorious in any att of Ours, but 
from the Grace of God freely accepting it. And therefore 
he muft deny any #rue Merit, 

Grezerins Ariminenſis faith, That no AF of onrs rhough 
coming from Grace to never ſo great a degree, 15 meritort 
ons with God ex condigno of any Reward either Tempor al 
or Eteraai; becanſe every ſuch At is a Gift of God; and 
if it were at all meritorious, yet not as to Eternal Life, 


becanſe there is no equivalency between them, and ”= 
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"re it cannot in Juſtice be ane to it ; and conſequently if 


God gives it, he muſt do t freely. But, faith he, God 
is ſaid to be juft, when he gives bona pro bonis, and mey- 
ciful, when he 2rves bona pro malis ; mot but that he is 


{ 


merciful in both, but becar;fe Lis mercy appears more in 
the latter ; and in the oter, it ſrems like juſtice in a 96- 
neral ſenſe from the conf /r1ity of the Merit ard Yhe Re- 
ward ; but in this particular retribution it is mere 


Mercy, 


S:otus affirms, 747 43!! the meritorionſneſs of cur Aits 
depenas 0 divine Arcoptation in order toa Reward; 


if it did depend 572 the intrivſtek worth of the Acts, God 
could not in j-«{{ jcs deny the Reward ;, which ts falſe ; and 


therefore 1t 1 hotly depends on the good will and favour of 


Lad. 


Bellarmin 15 aware of this, and he confeſles this to be ap bh 


the Opinion of Srorzrs and of other old Schoolmen. 
But how then do they hold the Doctrine and Tradition 
of true Merit ? He holds that good Works are properly 
and truly good, So do we, and yet deny Merzt, But 
he grants, that he denies that they bear any proportion to 
Eternal Life, and theretore they cannot be #ruly merito- 
7100s of it. Bellarmin himielt aſſerts that without the 
atvine Promiſe 2ood Works have a proportion to Eternal 
Life, and this he ſaw was neceſſary to defend the Do- 
arine of the Council of 7rexr ; but then he adds, that 
there is no obligation on God's part to reward in ſuch a 


manner without 4a Promiſe. Now here are t 


0 hard 


Points, 1. To make it appeer that there is {uch a meri- 
torionlneſs in good Works without « Divine Promiſe. 
2. Thatit there were ſo, there is #0 0b1io2tion 07 God to 


reward ſuch Ads in point of T»fice. The former is fo 


much harder to do from what he had proved before, 


© I4, VIZ, that they are not meritorious withont a Promiſe ; 
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and here he proves that they have no proportion to ths 
Reward , from Scripture, Fathers and Reaſon ; becauſe 


there is no Obligation on God to ab it, either from con. 


mutative or diſtributive juſtice ; and becauſe ne are God); 
Servants, Theſe are good Arguments againſt himſelf 
for how can ſuch Afts then become meritorious withour 
a Promiſe ? If there be no proportion or equality on 


Man's part, no Juſtice on God's part to reward, how. 


can they poſſibly be meritorious ? Bur this is too deep 
for me to comprehend. My buſinels is Tradition, and 1 
have evidently proved that there was no Tradition eyen 
in the Church of Rome for the true Merit detined by 
the Conncil of Trent. It were ealie to carry this point 
higher, by ſhewing that the Zathers knew nothing of this 
Do&rine, but that hath been done by many already,and 
it 15 needleſs in ſo plain a caſe. 

But Iam now to give an account by what Steps and 
Occaſions this Doctrine came to be eſtabliſhed. 

7.. From the common Ule of the word Merit with 
the Fathers and others, in another ſenſe than it figni- 
fied at firſt, The original ſignttication of it is Wages 
paid in conſideration of Service ; and from thence Sout- 
azers were ſaid merere (as Budas obſerves, and thence 
came the word werces) who truly deſerved their pay by 
their labour and hazard;but by degrees it came to ſignifi 
no more than. merely to attain a thing ; which 1s lome- 
times uſed by good Authors ; but in the declenſion ot 
the Latin Tongue no ſenie of this word was more com- 
mon than this, eſpecially among Eccl:/iaſt ical Writers. 
W ho frequently uſed itin a ſenſe whe: ein it was impol- 
ſible to underſtand it in its original {iznitication ; and It 
cannot imply ſo much as dizze conſequr, as 10 the 1n- 


Caffind. ia ſtance brought by Caſſander ; when St. Cyprian renders 
—_ thoſe words of St. Pant, Miſericordians merui, which ”= 
= | render 


UM 


for the Merit of Good Wirks. 


render, 1o!tained Mercy ; but the Council of Trext al- 
lows there could be no true Meri# here. And St. Au- 
eoſin faith of thoſe who murdered the Son of God, 1/4 
veniam meruerunt qui Chriſtum occiderunt. And {othe 
vulgar Latin often uſes it, Gez. 4. 13. major eft iniquit: 
mea quam ut veniam merear. Jol. 11.20. & non mererentur 
ullam Clementiam, And in that ſenſe it hath been uled 
in the Hymns and other Offices of the Church, as in that 
expreſſion, O felix culpa que talem ac tantum meruit h4- 
bere Redemptorem ! where 1t cannot be denicd that the 
word is uſed in an improper Senſe. 

2. When the School Divines ſet themſelves to explain 
the Myſteries of 7 heology, this plain and eaſie,but impro- 
per ſenſe of Merit, would not go cown with ſom of them; 
but they endeavoured to make out the notion-'of Merit 
with relpe&t to God,in its proper and original Senſe. The 
laſt confiderable Writer before the Schelaftick Ave, was 
St, Bernard, and he pretended not to find out any ſuch 
proportion between the beſt Works and 
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Fternal Life, that God ſhould be bound 12 Neque enim walia ſunt hominuis 
"(hs he . R merita, ut propter ea Vita aterna 
Juſtzce to eſt ow zE as 4 INeCOmpence for deberetmr ex jure, aut D-us iniurt- 


them ; and the Reaſon he gives is plain an aliquan faceret, nifi cam dona- 


and ſtrong, becauſe thoſe thizes men pre- 


ret, Nam ut tdceam quod merita 
emnia Dona Dei ſunt, 49 ita homa 


feng to merit by, are themſelves the Gifts mgis propter ipſa Deo debi:ov et, 
of God's Urace, and ſo by them they are 4qum Deus bomint, quid junt merie 


; 14 omni ad tantam gloriam 2 Fer- 
more bound to Goa, than God to them , but nard Se m.1, de Aznyr, Bellarin. . 


belides, what are all mens merits to Eter- de Fultife1. 5. c. 6, 
nal Glory? St. Bernard doth not ſpeak 

of Merits withows Grace, bat with the ſ»ppoſition of it ; 
and Bellarmin wiſely. left out the latter part, that he 
might ſeem to anſwer the former. 


Hugo de Santo Vidtore lived in the ſame Age, who Ho 42 5. 


rac ſhewed the way to School Divinity, and upon the 
ane Place which St. Bernard ſpeal:s of; Noz ſunt condie- 
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9, Cc. he puts the Queſtion, how any temporal As tay 
merit that which is etexnal ? And he denies any Condign;. 
ty, becaulc there is more in the Reward than there was in 
the Merit ; but then he ads, that there may be a three. 
fold compar iſo: of thines ; either as to themiſ« tives, as 4 


| lo tony 1a Frirle "non tor \ . Pp . 
Horſe 7 : Ho ſe, Money for H40NEY , ON according to E qut- 


tr, either in pun:ſoments or rewards ; or by Patt or Apree- 
ment, as when a good ſumm is promiſed for alittle work ; 
and this, faith he, God hath made known to Mankind a 
to future rewards and puniſhments, W hich plainly ſhews, 
he und-ritood nothing of the proportion between Ads 
of Grace, and an Eternal Flappineſs ; but reſolved all 
into the Favour and Mercy of God. | 

Peter Lombard , called the Maſter of the Sentences, 
ſaith, Nothing of any Condignity or Proportion in our works 
to the Reward ; but, he laith, they are themſelves God's 
Gifts, and that the Reward it ſelf is from the Grace of God, 
and quotes the noted Saying of St. Augn/tin, Cum coronat 
Dens merita noſtra, nihil alind coronat quam dona ſua, But 
{till this is nothing but Grace and Favour in God, firſt 1n 
enabling us to do good Works, and then in rewarding 
them. 

Bandinus wrote a Book of the Sextences much about 
the time P. Lombard did, with fo mich agreement ol 
Method and Expreſſions, that it is not known which took 
from the other. Gepebrard hath pro.'\uced this paſſage 
out of him, Deber, inciviliter de Deo dicitur, quia nihil 
omnino nobis debet, niſi ex promiſſo. If it be ſo rude toſay 
God owes any thing to his Creatures but by promiſe, he 
could not imagine any Cozd:gnity 1n good Works, to 
which a Reward is due in Juſtice. And Gerebrard thinks 
he had reaſon to deny, that God car be made a Debtor to 
us by aig of onr Works, 


Roberts 


for the Merit of Good Works. 


Robertus P:llus, who wrote another Book of the S:#- 
zences about the lame ume, mentioning that place, oz 
ſunt condrgne, Oc. he laith, becauſe our Works are not ſuf- 
fient, being ſmall azia temporal, God by his Mercy makes 
it uw; which not oncly ſhews that God doth reward be- 

0nd our merit, but t!:at there 1s no proportion between 
the beſt Works an Eternal Glory. 

But by the time of Guliclnmus Antiſſiodorenſis, there 
were two Parties 1n the Church about this point ; ſome, 
he faith, denied any Merit of Eteraal Life, ex condiono, 
and others alerted it ; and after laying down the Argu- 
ments on both ſides, he concludes for the Aftirmative ; 
but in Anſwer to the place, Non ſunt condigne, &c. he 
faith they are not ad proportionaliter merendum, but they 
are ad ſimpliciter merenaum ; 1o that ſtill he denied any 
Proportion, though he held ſimple Merit. 

But Thomas Aquinas coming after him, denies that 
there can be any ſimple Merit with reſpect to God, becauſe 
that cannot be where there is ſo great in2qualitf; and fo 
there can be no equal Juſtice between them, but according 
to aproportion ; which he afterwards explains, viz. as fo 
the ſubſtance and Freedom of our good Works there is onely 
a Coneruity ; but as they proceed from Divize Grace, fo 
they are meritorious of Eterna! Lif-, ex condio ns. 

This Doctrine had ſome followers in the S:hools, but 
not many in compariſon of thoſe who oppoled it, as ap- 
pears by whar is {aid alrcady. 

Richardus de Mediavilla, though a Franciſcan, tollows 
herein the Do&rine of Agq»:nas, and allerts, that by Afts 
of Free Will, informed by Grace, a man may merit Eternal 
Life, ex condiano, and he adds ſomewhat more, poteſt 
certiime ; and he uſes the ſame Anſwers to the Obje- 
ctions which the other did. 


And 


Zt 


Pull. Sentens. 
Part.1, 6, 13. 


Guliel. Artif, 
s. 3-8 12. 

qe. 2. de me- 
ritd Virt. 


I. 2. 4.114» 
art, I» 


art, 2 > 


Richard. Ut 
Sens, 1. 2. 
diſt. 27. art, 


2.0. 3» 
a ot 


72 No Catholick Tradition 


Nich. d:O:b. And Nich. de Ortellis follows Richarans,lo that Aqui 
- 1 2 pas his DoQtrine had prevailed beyond his own Schogl. 
= 2 But it was as vehemently oppoſed by others of thar 
Fo, corfeg Fraternity, among whom Carcival Hoſts mentions Ste. 
Perrico c.73. phanns Brulifſcr, who maintained, that no Ad of Grace 
23s th how good ſo:wir, was worthy of Eternal Life. 
P. Burg. ad-” Pauls Burgenſis, though he 1s ſaid to have been con. 
dis. a4 Lyram verted trom being a Jew, by reading Aquinas, yet utter. 
eb ly dilſeated from him 1n this matter:Forhe ſaith, that yy 
man can by the Ordinary aſſiſtance of Grace Merit Eternl 
L iſe ex condigno, and therefore the Mercy of God is mij 
ſrea in Heaven, 

However the Reputation of Aquizas might gain upon 
{ome, yet this was very far then from being a Carholick 
Tradition. 

But no Council ever interpoſed its Authority in this 
matter, till the Council of Treat, which reſolved tocar- 
ry the Points in diference to the height, and to eſtabliſh 
cvery thing that was queſtioned. Nothing had been more 
calie than to have given ſatisfaction im this matter,conli- 
dering what Pzighins and Contarenus,and cven Gentbrard, 
had yielded 1n it;bur there the Rule was,that every thing 
that was diſputed, muſt be determined firſt, and then 
defended. 

And ſo it hath happened with this Decree, which, leſt 
we ſhould rhink the matter capable ol ſoftening, hath 

- been fince aſſerted in the higheit manner, Bellarms 

> 2 aſſerts Good Works of themſelves, and not merely by com- 
pact, to be ruritorious of Eternal Life, ſo that in them 
there is a certain Proportion and Equality to Eternal 
Life. | 

Coſterrs faith, that im Works of Grace, there 1s an equa- 
lity between the Work and the Reward, 


Su4ares 
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Suarez, that they have an intrinſecal Dignity, whereby S ry ag 
Grat, l 
they become worthy of Eternal Life, 6 1, me 13. 


Vaſquez, that there is an Equality of Dignity between Vaſhner in 1, 
Good Works and Eternal Life, without which a Promiſe *: Rt 213. 


:141d not make true Merit, 
The Rhemifts ſay, hat good Works are truly and pro- Bhemil fig on 

perly meritOricss, and ji Wir worthy of Exerlaſlins Life ; 2 1%4. 5: 

and that thereupon Fleawen is the juſt Due, pg juſt +4. 

pend, Cro'7 '7 Recompente, which God by his Juſtice 

oneth to che Þ Poſuns fo aing by his Grace. 

Ani! 28a; , tas © 709d Works are meritorious, and the ,, ww, <o 
very cauſe of Salvation. ſo far that God ſhould be najuſt, 
if he ed; 4 not Muves for th: ſame. 

Phil. Gaachenr, a late Profeſſour of 
Divinity! 1 che , S1rbon, {peaks it round- Gamach. in 1. 2. Th, 0. 114 Co 2 
i, tar the Council of Trent did plain'y Co 2 Cnrer Cali fan 
mean to eftabl! F: Meri CX condigno, 4h Tow + Condino, - 
that all Catholicks are agreed in it. 

The laſtDefender of theCouncil of Trexr within theſe un Ph "_ 
ew years, faith, 7 hat there is an imtrinſecal Condi, gnity t in T;, lent. 7. iy 
60a Works, whereby they berr a proportion commenſur _ ject. 2, ad 
with the Glory of Heaven. Aud w ithout ſuc! 1 Dofkrine as {4 4-4 
this, he doth not think the Conncil of Trent can be deſen- 
ned in this matter. 

[t after all it be {aid, that this 7s 4 mere ſult ty CONrer- 

#img the proportion an AG of Grace bears to the ſlate of 
bry, Ianiwer, the more to blame rncy, who have 

made and impoſed it asa matrcer of Faith,as the Council 
ol Trent hath done with an Anathema, and that without 
any pretence from Cathol;ck Tradition: 

: But what made the Conncil of Trent [7 1c7 c #02708 
jor 4 Scholaftick Subtilty ? There was a deep My tf! we 
lay 1nthis, They were wiſe enough to frame the Decrce 
19, a5to avoid Ofence, and to make it appear Nauk 
bt 
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but it was enough to the Peoplz to underſtand that the 
Merit of Good Works was allowed, and they were tobe. 
lieve the Prieſts, both as tothe Good Works they were tg 
do, and as to the putting them into a ſtate of Grace, ty 
make them capable of zzeri7z7g. And this was the true 
Reaſon of the Arathema, againit thole who ſhould deny 
the zrue Merit of Good Works. 


V. Cf the Number of Sacraments, 


The Council of Trent pronounces an Anathema in theſe 
worc's, If any one ſaith that the Sacraments of the new 
Law were n9t all appointed by Jeſus Chriſt our Lord, or 
that they were more or fewer than Seven, VIZ. baptiſm, 
Confirmation, Euchariſt, Penance, Extreme Unition, Or- 
ders and Matrimony, or that any one of theſe is mt truly 
and properly a Sacrament, let him be Anathema. 


But what 1s it to be zruly and properly a Sacrament ? 

It had been very reaſonable to have defined a Sucre 
ment firſt truly and properly,before ſuch an Anathemapal- 
ſed. But that defeCt may be ſaid to be ſupplied by the 
Roman Catechiſm, publiſhed by Authority of the Coun- 
cil; and there we are told, that a Sacrament is 4 ſenſible 
thing, which by divine Inſtitution hath a power of cauſing 
as well as ſignifying holineſs and righteouſn:ſs. So thatto 
a true and proper Sacrament wo things are neceſlary : 

1. That 1t be of Divine Inſtitution. 

2, That it confer Grace on theſe who partabe of it. 

And by theſe we muſt examin zhe Catholick Traaition 
avout the number of Sacraments. 

Bellarmin ſaith, that all their Divines, and the whole 
Church for 5co years, viz. from the time of the Maſter of 
the Sentences, have agreed in the Number of the ſeven 8 
craments, | HEre 
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Here we ſeeis a bold Appeal toTrad7ton for5oo years; 
but although, if it were proved, it cannot be ſufficient 
to prove an Apoſtolical Tradition ; for the Fathers might 
ſor a thouſazd years have Þei!d the contrary ; and I do not 
think one clear Teitimony can be produced out of Anti- 

uity for chat number of Sacraments,zr/y ſo called ; yet 
[ ſhall at preſent wholly wave the debate of the former 
times, anc confine my felt to Bellarmin's 500 years ; and 
[ hope to malcc 1t appear there was no Univerſal Tradt- 
tiep for it Witnin h15 own time, 

For Alexander Hales (who wrote, ſaith Poſſevin, his 
Summ of Divinity by order of Innocent IV. and it was ap- 
roved by Al:Xander IV. with ſeventy 
Divimes, ) affirms, there were but Four In quatuer que ſunt propric its 

 * ACE A 2s | Sacramenta nove lecis eft forma 1n« 
proper Sacraments , now 1t this were the jjrua 5 Domino vel ab Eccleſia. 
Catholick Tradition then, T hat there were Alex. Halenſ.Part.4.9. 5.41.3.4-2. 
8::en proper Sacraments, how could this 
Doctrine paſs, and be fo highly approved ? He faith far- 
ther, that Chriſt himſelf oaly appointed two, viz. Baptiſm + 
wa the Lord*s Supper ; ad for the re, he ſaith, it may MHemb.2. 4 -t. 
be preſumed the Apoſtles did appoint them by Chriſfs Di- 
rection, or by divine Ir ſpiration. Burt how can that de, 
when he {auth, the Form even of thoſe he calls proper Sa- 
craments, was either appointed by our Lord or by the Church ? 
How can ſuch Sacraments be of divine Inſtitution,whole 
very Form 1s appointed by the Church ? He puts the 
Queſtion himſelf, why Chriit appointed the Form only of 
Im Suraments, when all the Grace of the Szcraments 
cones from him ? He anlwers, becanſe theſe are the prin- Memb.z, a.2, 
cipal Surraments which unite the whole man in the body ett. 3. 
of the Church by Faith and Charity. But yet this doth 
not clear the Difficulty, how thoſe can be proper Sucra- 
ments, whoſe Form is not of Divine Inſtitation ; as he 
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orants in the Sacrament of Pexaxce and Orders,the Fory 
is of the Churches Appointment. | 
And this will not only reach to this great School Dj. 
ine, but to as many others as hoid 1t 1n the Churche, 
Power to apnoint or alter the Matter and Form of ſome 
ol thoſe they cal: Sacraments. For, however they may ule 
the Name, they can never agree with the Council of 
Treat inthe Nature of the Sever Sacraments, Which lup- 
poles them to be of Divine Inſtitution, as to Matter and 
Form. And 1o the Divines of the Church of Rome haye 
agreed (ince the Council of 7rezt. 1 
Bellarmin hath a Chapter on purpoſe to ſhew,rhat the 
Datter and Form of Sacraments are ſo certain and deter. 
minate, that nothing can be changed in them; and this de 
termination muſt be by God himſelf. Which, he faith, i 
moſt certain among them ; and he proves it by a /«bfar- 
tial Reaſon, viz. becauſe the Sacraments are the Cauſes if 
Grace ; and 70 oxe can give Grace but God, and therefore 
none elſe can appoint the Eſſentials of Sacraments but he, 
and therefore he calls it Sacrilege to change even the mat- 
ter of Sacraments. | | 
Suarez allerts, that both the Matter and Form of Satrt- 
ments are determined by ChriſPs Inſtitution, and as thy 
are determined by him, they are neceſſary to the making of 
Sacraments. And this (he Taith) abſolutely ſpeaking, % 
de Fide,or a Article of Faith. And he proves 1t trom the 
manner of Chriſt's inſtituting Baptiſm and the Eucha- 
rift, and he urges the ſame Reaſon, becanſe Chrift only can 
confer Grace by the Sacraments,and therefore he muſt appoint 
the Matter and Form of them. | 
Cardinal Lugo affirms, that Chriſt hath appointed both 
Matter and Form of the Sacr 1ments, which he proves from 
the Council of Trexr, He thinks Chrift might have gran 


zea a Commiſjuon to his Church to appoint — 
WWE 
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which he would make efficacions, but he reither believes that 
be hath done it, or that it was fitting to be done. 

Perrus © Sanito Joſeph faith, that although the Council Pet. Sandt. 
of Trent doth not expreſly 1/firin tre Sacraments to be im- Joi 20 
mediately inſtituted by Chriſt ; yet it is to be ſo under- | 1.c, +. 
td. And although the Church may appoint S2cramenta- 
lia, 4. e. Rites about the Sacraments ; yet Chriſt himſelf 
muſt appoint the Sacraments themſelves ; and he concludes, 
that no Creature can have authority to make Sacraments con- 
ferring Grace ; and therefore he declares that Chriſt did 
appoint the Forms of all the Sacraments himſelf, although 
ve do not read them in Scripture, 

If now it appears that ſome even of the Church of 
Rome before the Council of Treat, did think'it in the 
Churches Power to appoint or alter the Matter and Forms 
of ſome of thoſe they called Sacraments, then it will evi- 
dently follow they had pot the ſame Tradition about 


the Seven Sacraments which 1s there deliver'd. 
Of EC hriſm. 


The Council of T rezt declares the matter of Confir- Come. Trid. 
mation to be Chriſ;n, viz. a Compoſition maze of Oyl 0 es ke, 
Olrve tnd Balſain ; the one to ſi2nifie the clearneſs of Con- . 
ſcience, the other the Odour of a 700d Fame, faith the Coun- Decret, Vnic- 
al of Florence, But where was this Chriſmz appointed 
by Chriſt ? 1Marſi/ivs ſaith from Petrus Aureolis, that Mariil. in 
there was a Controver ſie between the Divines and Canoniſts ! "44:50 
about this matter - and the latter affirmed that Chriſm way” 
nt appointed by Chriſt, but afterwards by the Church ; and 
that the Pope conld difpenſe with it ; which he could not 
a0 if it were of ChriſPs Inſtitution. 

Petrus Aurcolus was himfelt a great Man in the Church Aurcol jz 4. 
« Rome; and ?fter he had mentioned this difference,and 4 7+ 4+ *+ 
named 


. 
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named one Brocardus (or Bernardus) with other Caxy- 
»iſts tor it ; he Coth not affirm the contrary to be a Ca 
tholick Tradition ; but hiinlſelt atle:ts the Chriſm not to 
be neceſſary to the Sacrament of Confirmatioas ; which he 
muſt have done it he had believed it of Divine Inftity. 
: tion. 
and v4 o_ Grezory de Valeatia on the occaiion of this Opinion of 
Punt. 2.” \ the Canoniſts, that Confirmation might be without Chriſm, 
ſaith two notable things. 1. {hat they were guilty of 
Hereſt 2 therein : for which he quotes Dominicius Soto, 
2. That he thinks there were no Canoniſts left of that 
mind, If not, the Change was greater ; ſince it is 
Guido Fri- certain they were of that Opinion before. For Guido Bri. 
ſer.q.s. arſon atteits, that there was a difference between the Dj. 
CONC, Ne wines and Canoniſts about this matter ; tor Bernard the 
Gloſſer and others held, that Chr:ſmz was mot neceſſary to 
it, becauſe it was neither appointed by Christ nor his Apo- 
files, but in ſome ancient Councils, 

Guil.AntiC. i Gail. Antiſſioacrenſis long betore mentions the Opinion 
"7 9e9* of thoſe who ſaid that Chriſm was af pornted by the Churth 
after the Apoſtles times, and that they confirmed oniy by 
impoſition of hands ; but he doth not condemn 1t ; only 
he thinks it better to hold that the Apoſiles uſed Chriſm, 
although we never read that they did it. Put he doth not 
jay that Opinion only on the Canonifts ; tor there were 

Divizes of great note of the ſame. For, | 
Bonar. nj Bonaventure ſaith, that the Apoſtles made ſe neither of 
#7: 4:1:4-2 their Matter nor Form in their Confirmation ; and his Re- 
ſolution is, that they were appointed hy the Governors of the 
alex. p-4- 9.5. Church afterwards ; as his Maſter Alexander of Hale had 


res ah ſaid before him, who attributes the I»/#irurioz of both 
to a Council of Pranx. 
fac. de Vir, Cardinal de Vitriaco faith, that Confirmation by Impoje- 


p > . » & go 
Hut. Ociide ion of Hands was from the Apoſtles ; but by Chriſm yu | 
fo 37s - 
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the Church ; for we do not read that the Apoſtles uſed it, 
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Thomas Aquinas contelles there were different Opinions *4-Þ. 3-4: 


tout the Inſtitution of this Sacrament ; ſome held that it 
mas not inſtituted by Chriſt nor his Apoſtles, but afterwards 


72. 4 I, Refpe 
al | 


in acertain Council. Burt he never blames theic tor con- 


traditing Carholick Tradition although he cifhkes their 
Opinion. | 

Cajetan on Aquinas faith, that Chriſm with Balſam was 
appointed by the Church after the Primitive times , and 
yer now, this mult be believed to be cilential to this Sa- 


crament; and by Conrnk it ſeems to be heretical 19 deny Conink de 


it, For he attirms, that it ſeems ro be an Article 0 
Faith that Confirmation muſt be with Chriſm, ana no Ca- 


tholick, he ſaith, ow denies it, Which ſhews, that he 


believedthe ſenſe of the Church nor to have been aiways 
the ſame about it. 

But others ſpeak out, as Gregory de Valentia, Suarez, 
Filliucins and Taxzer, who lay abſolutely, it is now 4 
matter of Faith to hold Chriſmz to be eſſential to Confirma- 
tion; and that it is now not onely erroneons but heretical 
70 deny it, Their Teſtimonies are at large produced by 


>{ SACTam. q» 72. 
As- 3. ddbs be 


Petrus Aurelius, or the famous Abbat of S. Cyrav. And p, aww 
evenhe grants it to be Hereſie ſince the Conncil of Trent ; oper. p. 546; 


but he yields that Aleaſis. Bonaventure and de Vitrirco Ya” 


allheld that Opinion, which was mace Hetelie by it. 
From whence it follow's, that there hath been a change 
n the DoQtrine of the Roman Church about Confirma- 
tion by Chriſm. For if it be Herefie now to ailert that 
which was denied without any reproach before, the Tra- 
aition cannot be ſa1d to continue the {ime. | 
Thus we have ſeen there was no certainTradition for 
the Miter of this Sacrament, and as little 1s there for 
the Formof it. Which is, Conſi779 te frano Crucis, & 
confirms te Chriſmate ſalutis ia nomine Patris, &c. But 
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Sirmondus produces another Form out of S. 4mbr;[, 
Deus Pater omnipotens, yui te regeneravit ex Aqua & 
Npiritu Santo, conce{ſirque tibs peccata tua, ipſe te ungy 
in vitam «ternmam. And trom thence concludes the pre. 
ſent Form not to be ancient ; and he confeſſes thatboth 
Matter and Ferm ot ihis Sacrament are changed, Which 
was an ingenuous Confefſon ; but his adverſary take; 
this Advantage irom It ; that then the Sacrament it ſelf 
mn le rhe: tA, if both Matter and Form were; and then 


7 'S 


the Charch maſt be a very nafaithful keeper of Traditin: 
which Ithink is unanſwerable. Srarez propoſes the Oh. 
jection fairly both as to the Matter and Form of this Sz. 
crament, that we read nothing of them in Scripture, and 
Tradition is very various about them ; but his Anſweris 
very inſufficient, viz. that thonzh it be not in Scripture, 
net they have them by Tradition from the Apoſtles ; now 
that is the very thing which Sz7-997%s difproves, and 
ſhews that the Church of Rowe 15 clearly gore of from 
1 raaition here both as to Matter and Form. 


Of Oraers. 


I proceed to the Sacrament of Orders. Tt is impoſlible 
for thoſe of the Church of Rowe to prove this a true and 
proper S1crament, on their own Grounds. Por, they 
ailert that ſuch a one muſt have Matter ara Form 4j- 
pointed by Chriſt ; but that which they account the Mat- 
ter and Form of Orders were neither of them of Chrilt's 
Inſtitution. The Council of Floreace, they ſay, hath ae- 
clared both ;, the matter is that, by the delivery whereof the 
Order is confer'd, as that of Prieſthood by the delivery of 
the Chalice with the Wine, and the Paten with the Brea, 
and the Formis, Arccipe prteſtatem offerendi Sacrifictum 1 
ſa clefta Fro vivis & miortuis, Now if neither of theſe 
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| be owned by themſelves to have been appointed by 


Chriſt,then it neceſfarily follows, that they cannot hold 
this to be 4 true and proper Sacrament. Impolition of 
hands they grant was uſcd by the Apottles, and ſtill con- 
tinved in the Chriſtian Church ; and Bellarmzza conftel- 
ſes that nothing elſe can be proved by Scripture to tbe the 
external Symbel in this Sacrament. And others are for- 
ced to ſay, that Chriſt hath not determined the Matter 
and Form of this Sacrament particularly, but hath left a 
Intitude in it for the Church to determia it. W hich in 
my opinion 1s clear giving up the Caule, as to this Sa- 
crament. 

It is obſerved by Arcudizs, that the Council of Trent 
doth not declare the particular Matter and Form of this 
Sacrament, but only in general, that it is performed by 
words and external ſigns, Sell. 23. c.z3. From whence 
he infers, that the outward Sign was left to the Churches 
atermination ; and he faith, that Chriſt did particularly 
appoint the Matter and Form of ſome Sacraments, as of 
Baptiſm, and the Lord's Supper, and Extreme Unttion, 
but not of ethers ; and therefore in the Sacrament of Or- 
ders, he faith, Chriſt determined no more but that it 
ſhould be conveyed by ſome wiſible ſian ; and ſo it may be 
either by the delivering the Veſſels, or by the tmpoſition of 
hands, crboth, But we are to conſider that the Council 
ot Florence was received by the Council of Trezt ; and 
lat it iS impoſſible to reconcile this Doria wich the 
general Detinition of a Sacrament by the Komn Cir. 
cwiſm, viz, that it is a ſeaſible toning which by toe Taſs:- 
tt10 of Chriſt hath a power of cauſing as well as ſtaat- 
ſring Grace ; which implies that the external Sign which 
conveys Grace mult be appointed by the Authour cf 
bg Sacrament it ſelf; or elſe the Church mutt have 
1 9'Ver toannex Divine Grace tO its Own apPotntments. 
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But here lies the main difficulty, the Church of Rowe 
hath altered both Matter and Form of this Sacramene 
from the primitive Inſtitution ; and yet itdares not dif. 
allow the Ordinations made without them, as is noto- 
rious in the Caſe of the Greek Church ; and therefore 
they have been force: to allow this latitude as to the 
Matter and Form of this Sacrament ; although fuch an 
allowance Coth really overthrow 1ts being a true and 
proper Sacrament on their own grounds. 

Yet this Doctrine hath very much prevailed of late 
among their chief Writers. Cardinal Luzo confeſſes, 
that of old Prieſthood was conferred by impoſition of Hani; 
with ſuitable Words; and he ſaw it himſelf ſo done at 
Rome, withont delivering the Veſſels by Catholick Greek 
Biſhops. He ſaith farther, that the Fathers and Countiis 
are ſo plain for the conferring Prieſthood by impoſition of 
hands, that no one can deny it ; but yet he muſt juſtifie 
the Roman Church in alluming new Matter and Form, 
which he doth by aſſerting that Chriſt left the Church at 
liberty as to them, 

Nicol. Tſambertus debates the point at large, and his 
Reſolution of it is, that Chriſt determined only the gene- 
ral matter, but the particular ſign was left to the Churth 
and he proves by Indution that the Church hath appointed 
the external ſion in this Sacrament, and as to the Order of 
Prieſthood he proves that Impoſition of hands was of ola 
an eſſential part of it, but now it ts only accidental. 
Franciſcus Hallier confeſſes the Matter of this Sacta- 
ment to have been different in different times. In the 
Apoſtles times and many Ages after, hardly any other 
can be found but impoſition of hands, as he proves from 
Scripture and Fathers. He carries his proofs down as 
low as the Syzod of Aken in the time of Ludovicus P1us, 
and the Council of Mears, 4. D. $45. but afterwards 
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ve faith, that by the Conrcil of Florence and the comms 
Opinion of their Divines, the delivery of the V. efjels rs the 
eſſential matter of this Sacrament. Here we tinda plain 
change in the atrer of a Szcrament owned after the 
continuance of above &co years ; and yet we muſt be- 
lieve the Tradition of this Church to have been always 
the ame. Which is 1mpollible by the Confeſſion of their 
own Writer. He cannot tell juit the time when the 
change was made, but he concludes it was before the 
time of the Vetns Ordo Romanus, which mentions the 
Vellels, | | 

Petrus a Sanito Joſeph ſarth, that by ChriſPs I:ftitution 
there is a latitude allowed tn the matter of Orders ; bat 
he ſhews not where ; but he thinks, of zz ſelf zt conſiſts 
in the delivery of the Veſſels, but by the Pope's permijioz 
Impoſition of Hands may be ſnfficient, Which 1s a Do- 
rin which hath neither Scripture, Reaſon nor Tradi- 
tion for it. 

Joh, Morinus ſhews that there are five Opinions in the 
Church of Roxze about the matter of this Sacrament. 
The firt and mot common is that it conſiſts in the del:- 
very of the Veſſels. The ſecond, that Impoſition of Flands 
together with that makes up the matter. The third, that 
they convey two different powers. The fourth, that Unition 
mith Impoſition of Hands is the matter, The fifth,that In: 
poſition of Hands alone 8s it ; and this,laith he, the whole 
Church, Greet and Latin, ever owned ; but he faich, he 
can bring two demonſtrations againſt the firſt, i. e. againlit 
the general ſenſe of the now Roman Church. 1. From 
the Pratice of the Greek Church, which never uſed it. 
2. From the old Rituals of the Latin Charch, which 40 
not mention them ; and he names ſome above 820 years 
0; and in none of them he finds either the Matter or 
lorm of this Surament, as it is now praftiſed in the 
M 2 Church 
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Church of Rome ; nor in Iſidore, Alcuints, Amalarin 
Rabauus Maurns, Valafridus Strabo,although they Wrote 
purpoſely about theſe things. He thinks iz was firſt jg. 
cezved into the publick Offices in the tenth Age. Aﬀer. 
wards he ſaith, he wonders how it came about that any 
ſhould place the eſſential Matter of Ordination only in +. 
lzvery of the Veſſels, and exclude the Impoſition of Hand, 
nhich alone is mentioned by Scripture and Fathers, Ang 
again he laith, zt ſtrikes him with aſtoniſhment that ther 


 ſhruld be ſuch an alteration, both as to Matter and Form, 


And at laſt he faith, Chriſt hath determined no particular 
Matter and Form in this Sacrament. 

Eur (till the Difficulty returns, how this can be a 74e 
axd proper Sacrament, whole Matter and Form depend 
on divine Inſtitution, when they confeſs there was 
no divine Inſtitution for the Matter and Form in Or- 
aers ? 

Bellarmin (as 1s proved before) hath a Chapter on 
purpoſe to prove that the Matter and Form of Sacrament: 
are ſo determind, that it is not lawful to add, diminifo 
or alter them ; and he charges it on Luther as a part of 
his Herelie, that no certain Form of words was required 
zo Sacraments : and he makes it no leſs than Szcrilege to 
change the Matter of them. So that all ſuch who hold 
the Matter and Form in Orders to be mutable,mult either 
charge the Church of Rome with Sacrileze, or deny Or 
acrs to be a true and proper Sacrament, 
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Of the Sacrament of Penance. 


The next new Sacrament 1s that of Penance. They are 
agreed, that Matter and Form are both neceſſary to a 


true and proper Sacrament, The Matter 1s the external 
or ſenſible Sign; and what is that in this New Sacrament? 


There are two things neceſſary to the Matter of a Sa- 
crament : 

1. That it be an External and ſenſible Sizn ; which 
S. Auguſtin calls an E/emeat in that known Expreſſion, 
Accedat verbum ad Elementum, & fit Sacramentum; which 
Bellarmiz would have underſtood only of Baptiſzz there 
ſpoken of ; but S. Augnſtiz's meaning goes farther ,as ap- 
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pears by his following Diſcourſe , and immediately he 


callsa Sacrament verbumwviſibile ; and therefore cannot 
be applied to Words as they are heard, for ſo they have 
nothing of a Sacramental ſizn in them. How then can 
Contrition make up any part of the Matter of a Sacra- 
ment, when it is not exteraal ? How can Coxfe{/ion, when 
It 1s no viſible ſign, nor any permanent thing as an Ele- 
ment mult be ? how can ſatz:sfattion be any part of the 
Sacrament, which may be done when the Effect of the 
dcrament 15 Over in Abſolution ? . | 

2, There mult be a Reſemblance between the Sizz and 
the Thing ſignified. W hich St. Augnſtin is ſo peremptory 
in, that he denies there can be ary Sacrament where there 
75 m0 Reſemblance. » And from hence, he ſaith, the Sizns 
take the name of the Thing ſignified ; as after a certain 
Ch the Sacrament of the Body of Chriſt is the Body of 

if, 

And this was looked on as ſo neceſſary, that Hugo 4: 
Sando Viftore and Peter Lombard both put It 1nto thic 
Vclinition of a Sacrament, as Swarez confellcs, viz. that 

it 
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:t 1s the viſivle appearance of Inviſivle Grace, which beay; 

the ſimilitude, and is the Cauſe of it. But this is left our 

of the Delinition in the Roz2an Catechiſm, and Suarez 

thinks it zot zeceſſ2ry, tor the ſame Reaſon ; becauſe it ;; 

very hard to underſtand rhe (imilitude between words ſpo- 

ken in Confeſſion, and the Grace ſuppoſed to be givenby 46. 

ſolation, any more than in the words of Avrenuniation,and 

the Grace of Baptiſm. How can the Att of the Penitent 

{ignite the Grace conveyed in Abſ/9lntion? For there is 

no eitect of the Sacrament till Abſolution, by their own 

oafeion ; and theretore the Acts of the Penitent being 

antecedent to it, and of a difterent nature from it, can 

have no ſuch Reſemblance with it,as to {ignifieor repre- 

ſent it. PE : 

_ aw However the Councils of Florence and Trent have de- 

concil. Trig, Clared, that the Acts of the Pernrtent, viz. Contrition,Cons 

Sf, 14.4.2. feſion and Satisfattion,are as the matter 1n the Sacrament, 

Luaſi materia : What isthis quaſi materia ? Why not,are 

the matter ? 15 not true matter necellary to a true Sar 

»ient ? Tf there be none zrze here, then this can be but 

quaſi Sacramentim, as it were a Sacrament, and not truly 

azd properly ſo, But if it be #rue matter, why 15 1t not 

{o declared ? But common Senſe hindred them, and not 

the difference between the matter here and in other Sz: 

craments. For in the Definition of Sacraments they were 

to regard the Tath, and not the kizd of Matter. Thy 

Pell, de pTRite are ot ſolid and permanent Matter, ſaith Bellarmin ; #0 

Fo "Si = Matter externally applied, ſaith Soto ; aot any Subſtance 

147.1. Gut humane Atts, faith Vaſquez ; but none of theſe clear 

43 "3-7 the point. For Rill tt it be 7rwe Matter of a Sacrament, 

-,- © © why was it not fo declared? Why ſuch a term of Dimini- 

tion added, as all men muſt underſtand it, wno compare 
it with the exprefions about the other Sacraments * 


But 
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But they knew very well there wasa confiderablePar- 
ry in the Church of Rowe, who denied the Acts of the 
Peritent to be the Matter or Parts of this Sacrament. The 
C:uncil of Colen (but little before the Council of Trext ) 
xcludes the Aits of the Penitent from any ſhare in this 
Surament : which Be/larmia denies not, but blames 
Gropperus, the ſuppoſed Author of the Exchiridion. But 
Gropperns was thought fit to bea Cardinal as well as Bet- 
lymis; and certainly knew the 7 xad;tion of the Church 
if there had been any ſuch in this matter. The Council 
of Florence, it is plain, he thought not to be a ſuflictent 
declarer of it. No more did Joh. Major, who atter 1t dexg- Major. is 4 


ent. diſt, 17, 


this Sacrament to conſiſt of Matter and form, or that , , 
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the 4s of the Penitent were the parts of it, So did Ga- Bicl in 4.4i/. 


briel Biel, who refutes the contrary Opinion, and faith 1+ 4% 
Contrition cas be 0 part, becauſe it is no feaſible ſian;and 
ſatisfalfion may be done after it, So that he cuts of 
twoparts in three of the Matter of this pretended Sa» 

crament, 

Guido Brianſon, who lived after the Councii of F/o- Brianſon #: 
rence ſuppoſes no certain Tradition in the Church about 4/4 % *: 

os” . Conch, 3. 
this matter ; but he ſets down both Opinions with their : 
Reaſons, and prefers th:t which excludes the As of the 
Penitent from being parts of the Sacrament ; although the 
Flirentine Conncil had declared the contrary. 

Durandus rejeQts two parts in three of thoſe declared Purand.i 7. 
vj thetwo Councils, and for the ſame Reaſons mentio- 5 on Ut 
ned by Biel, 

Ockam abſolutely denies all three to be Parts of the $1- Qckam in 4, 
'rament, And ſo did S:9tus before him ; whoſe words oy: 0% 
ie, De Pwexitentie Sacramento atco, quod ſeri. diſt, 15, 
eviamlls mods fant partes ejus, viz. Theſe three rely & 
Cons = part of the Stcrament of Peaance; and yet the 

rent Bot only declares that they are ſo,bur 
denounces 
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denounces an Anathema againſt him that denies them to 

e required, as the Mazter of the Srcrament of Penance 
And let any one by this judge what Catholick Tradition 
it proceeded upon ; when ſome of the greateſt Divines 
in the Church of Roxze were of another Opinion. 

As to the Form of this Sacrament the Council of Trent 
denounces an Anathema againſt thoſe who affirm Abſolution 
to be only declarative of the Remiſſion of Sins : and yet 
I {hall prove that this was the more current Doctrin, 
even in the Church of Rowe, up to the Maſter of the 
Sentences. | 

Gabrict Biel ſaith, the ancient Doftors did communty 
follow it; but it was ſuppoſed by Scotns, becauſe it ſeemed 
#9 take off from the efficacy of Abſolution, and conſequent- 
ly make it no Sacrament, which zs a cauſe of Grace, But af: 
ter he hath ſet down Scotus his Arguments, he faith,rhat 
Opinion were very deſirable, if it had any Founaation in 
Scriptureor Fathers, And tohis Arguments he anlwers, 
that true Contrition obtains Pardon with God, before Su- 
cerdotal Abſolution, but not with the Church ; and that 
Contritin ſuppoſes a deſire of Abſolution ; which will ne- 
ver hold to make Abſolution to confer the Grace of Re- 
miſſion, if the Sin be really forgiven before. For what 
15 the deſire of the Penitent to the force of theSacrament 
adminiſtred by the Prieſt ? And he faith,they all grant, 
that by true and ſufficient Comtrition the ſia is forgaven 
without the Sacrament in att, i.e. the actual receiving ab- 
ſolution. So that here was an univerſal Tradition as to 
the Power of Coatrition, but in the other they had difte- 
rent Opinions, Ta 

Marſilins faith, that God foroives ſin npon Contrition 
Antho; itatively ; the Prieſts Abſolution is miniſterial FL 
the Court of Conſcience, and before the C hurch. And thoſe 
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wully, the Prieſt afterwaras abſolves from in right of the 


Church, as zts Miniſter, | 
Toftatus (aith, that the Prieſts Abſolution follows God's, Toſtat. De- 
Ocham, that the Prieſts then bind and looſe, when they / w PRE 
-w men to be bound or looſed.; and for this he relies on Ockam in 1.4, 
the Maſter of the Sentences. 49+ 4.4. 44 1, 
Thomas de Argentina, that the Power of the Keys doth T1. tc ar- 
extend to the Remiſſion of the fault which was done before gent. 1..4. 
by Contrit408 ; but it tends to the Increaſe of Grace ia the PH-18- 43: 
Perſon. 
tn Antiſſiodore, that Contrition takes away the Gul. Anti, 
euilt and puniſhment of Sin, . as to God and Conſcience, but * 4+ 254- 
not as to the Church, for a man ts ſtill bound to undergo 
the Penance which the Church enjoyns him. | 
Bonaventure, that Abſolution preſuppoſes Grace ; for no gonavent.). 4, 
Prieſt would abſolwve any one whom he did not preſume God 4iſt.18. q.1. 
had abſolved before. | 
Alexander Hales, that where God doth not begin in Ab. Alex.Halenſ, 
ſolution, the Prieſt cannot make it up. an 
But the Maſter of the Sentences himſelf moſt fully han. per. "Lomb. 
des this point ; and ſhews from the Fathers, that God /- 4+ 4.1%. 
alone can remit ſin both as to the Fault and the Puniſhment * TD 
axe toit, And the Power of the Keys, he faith, is like 
the Prieſts Tudament about Leproſie in the Levitical Law, 
boa healed the Perſon, and the Prieſt declared him healed. 
Or as our Saviour firſt raiſed Lazarus, then gave him to 
his Diſciples to be Iooſed. He is looſed before God, but not 
in the face of the Church but by the Prieſts Tudoment. 4no- 
'1:r way, he faith, Prieſts bind by enjoyning Penance, and 
they looſe by remitting it, or readmittins Perſons to Com 
mon upon performing it. 
This DoQtrin of Peter Lombard's is none of thoſe in 
quibus Magifter non tenetur for we {ce he had tollowers 
0! great Name, almoſt to the Council of Trent. But it 
N hap- 
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happened,that both Th. Aquinas and Scotus agreed in 0p- 
poſing this Doctrin; and the Franciſcans and Dominicay; 
bearing greateſt.{way in the Debates of the Council of 
Treat, what they agreed in, paſled for Catholick Tragj. 
tioa, Anil Vaſquez 15 in the right when he faith, this 
Dodrin was condemnca ty the Conncil of Trent ; and f 
was 6cotus, when he laid, that it did deropate from the 
Sacrament of Penance; for in truth it makes it buta »« 
minal Sacrament, lince it hath no Power of confertins 
Grace; which the Council of 1 rezt makes neceſſary to 
zrie and proper Sacrament, | 

The main Point in this Debate 1s, whether zrae cox- 
?rition be required to Abſolntion or not * Which Scotw 
law well enough and argues accordingly. For none of 
them deny, that where there is true Contrition, there is 
immediately an Abſolntion betore God ; and if this be re- 
quired before the Prieſts Abſolution,he can have no more 
to do, but to pronounce or declare him abſolved. But 
if ſomething leſs than Contritioz do qualifie a Man tor 
Abſolution, and by that Grace be conveyed, then the 
Power of Abſolution hath a great and real Effect ; torit 
puts a Man intoa Szate of Grace which he had not been 
in without it. And from hence came the Opinion, that 
Attrition with Abſolution was ſufficient ; and they do not 
underſtand the Council of Trezz's Doctrin of the Ss 
crament of Penance, who deny it, as will appear to any 
one that reads the 4th Chapter of the Sucrament of Pe- 
ance, and compares it with the 7, and 8 Canons about 
Sacraments in general, Tt is true that Contrition is there 
ſaid to have the firſt place in the 4s of the Penitent ; 
but obſerve what follows : True Contrition reconctles 4 
Mz# to God, before he receives this Sacrament. W hat hath 
the Prieſt then to do, but to declare him reconciled * 
But it ſaith not without the defire of it, Suppole not, jou 
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the thing is done upon the delire,6: therefore the Prieſts 
Power can be no more than declarative. And that ſuch 


; | 2 Deſire is ſo neceſſary as without Contrition avails 
f | not,is more than the Council hath proved,and it 1s bare- 
i- | |y ſuppoſed, to maintain tie Neceſſity of going to the 
is Prieft for Abſolution ; and fo it will be no more than a 
h Precept of the Church, and not a condition of Remifſion 
' n the Sacrament of Pence. But afterwards,1t declares 
þ that imperfett Contrition or Attrition aoth diſpoſe a Man 
g or the Grace of God in this Sacrament ; and by the gene- 
a ral Canons, the Sacraments do confer Grace where Men are 
diſpoſed. So that the Council of Trent did righily com- 
prehend the force of the Power of Abſolution, which it 
# | gavetothe Przeſt in the Sacrament of Pexarce. 
f But what Catholick Tradition could there be ior the 
s | Doftrinof the Council of Trent in thisematter, when Ha- Hadrian 
- arian 6, {0 little before it declares, 77 was 4 preat difficul- papers th 
C ty amons the Doors, whether the Keys of Prieſthood did © © 
t extend to the Remiſſion of the Fault © And for the Nega- 
r tive he produces Per. Lombard, Alex. Aleaſ. and Bona- 
c venture ; and faith, that Opinion is probable, becauſe the 
tf Priefts Power of biadirg and looſing is equal ; and as they 
n <n0t bind where God doth not, for they cannot retain the 
lins of a true Penitent ; ſo neither can they looſe where God 
It wth not, 1, e, where there is not true Contrition. But be- 
{- caule he faich orhers held the contrary Opinion, and had 
y probability oa their ſide too, therefore he would determine 
e } ing, Notwithitanding this, in a few years after, the 
It Council of Tet finds no difficulty, no Probability in 
e | teother Opinion ; but determines as bolaly, 2s 1 there 


nad beenan Univerſal Tradition their way ; whereas the 


| 
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Thomas and Scots, when they agreed, to be Articles of 
Faith ; and to denounce. Anathema's againſt Oppoſers, 
alchough they reached to ſome of the greatelt Divines 
of their own Church, within Beilarmin's compaſs of 509 
Tear:, 


Of Extreme Unition. 


Weceare now to examin another pretended Sacrament, 
Viz, of Extreme Unition, The Council of T rept declares 
this to be a 7rae and proper Sacrament, and denounces an 
Anathema againſt him that denies it to be inſtituted by 
Chriſt, and publiſhed by St. James ; or that it confers Grace 
and Remiſjion of Sins ; or that affirms it was appointed 
fer bodily Cures, It farther declares from the plate of 
St. James 7nterpreted by Tradition, that the Matter is Oil 
conſecrated by the Biſhop ; The Form, that which is now 
fed, Per iſtam unQtionem, &c. the Effet?, the Grace of 
the Holy Ghoſt in purging away the remainder of Sin, and 
ſtrengthening the Soul ; and ſometimes bodily cures,when it 
7s expedient for the Health of the Soul. So that thepri- 
mary Intention of this Sacrament muſt reſpe&t the Soul, 
otherwile it 15 granted, it could not be a #rne and proper 
Sacrament. So Suarez ſaith in this Caſe, If the external 
Sign be not immediately appointed for a ſpiritual Effed, it 
cannot prove @ true Sacrament of the New Law ; no nt 
though the bodsly cure were deſigned for the ſtrengthning of 
Faith. And from hence he proves, that when the Aps- 

feles are ſaid to anoint the ſick, and heal them, Mark 6.13: 
this cannot relate to the Sacrament of Unttion, becauſe their 
cures had not of themſelves an immediate reſpect t0 the 
Soul, The ſame Reaſoris uſed by Bellarmin, Sacramen 
ta per ſe ad animam pertinent, ad corpus per Acciaens a 


certe ſecundario, The ſame 1s affirmed by _— " 
5 tho 
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though he differs from Bellarmin about the Apoſtles 
anointins with Oil, which Be/larmin denies to have been 
Sucramental for this Reaſon, but Maldonar affirms it ; 
and anſwers other Arguments of Bellazmin, but not 


this. 


Gregory de Valentia carries it larther, and ſaith, hat zf Greg. de val. 


the anvinting with Oil were only a Symbol of a miraculous 
Cure, it could be 30 Sacrament ; for that is a Medinm to 
convey ſupernatural Grace, and then it would laſt no longer 
than the Gift of Miracles. 

So that we have no more to do, but only to prove 
that by the Tradition of the Church St. James his anorint- 
ins was to be underſtood with reſpect ro bodzly cures 1n 
the firſt place. 

We cannot paſs over ſo great a Man as Cajetan, who 
wrote on that place of St. James, not long before the 
Council of Trext, and a good while after the Council of 
Flirence, which relies on this place for this Sacrament of 
Unition, But Cajetaz ſaith, it doth not relate to it, be- 
cauſe the immediate effect is the cure of the Party in Saint 
James ; but in this Sacrament the dirett and proper effect 
is Remiſſion of Sins, All that Catharinus hath to ſay 
againſt this, is, that rhe bodily cure is not repugnant to tt ; 
but what is this to the purpoſe, when the Queſtion is, 
what is primarily deſigned in this place ? 

The School Divines, from Petey Lombard, had gene- 
rally received this for a Sacrament ; but the Canonijts 
dented it, as appears by the Gloſs on c. Vir autem de Se- 
cuna, Nuptiis Decret. Gregor, Tit, 2x. where it 1s ſaid, 
that this Unition mioht be repeated, being ns Sacrament 
but ouly Prayer over a Perſona. The Roman Correttors 
cry out zt 7s Herefie by the Council of Trent ; but the 
Viofer knew no ſuch thing ; and if it were 16 only by 
the Council of Trent, then not by any Catholick 1 rad?- 
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troy before. For, I ſuppoſe matter of Hereſie muſt 
reach to the Canozifts, as well as the Divines, 

But the plaine{t determination of this matter will heh 
the ancicnt Offices of the Church ; tor it they relpe&ed 
bodily Cures 11 the firtt place, then it 1s owned there 
could be no 1 radition tor any Sacrament 1n this Union, 

In the ancient Ordo Romans 1t 1s cailed Benediftio Olei 
aa omnem Languorem quocunque tempore. I delireto know 
whether the 077 ſo conſecrated be chiefly deſigned for 
the Boay or the Soul. And 1n the Offce it ſelf, this place 
of St. James is mentioned : And then follows, Te Domize 
peritiſſimum Medicum imploramus, ut vVirtutis tug Mea. 
cinam in hoc Oleum propitins irfundas. And a little after, 
Profit Pater Miſericoraiarum, febribits & dyſenteria lt- 
borantibus, proſit paralyticis, cacis & clandts ſimulque vex- 
atitzis, with abundance more ; which maniteſtly ſhews 
that this conſecrated Oz was intended primarily for the 
cure of Diſeaſes. n 

In the Ambroſian Form, the Prayer is, Infunde ſand#i- 


ficationem tuam huic Oleo, nt ab his que unxerit membra, 


troatis inſidiis adverſarie poteſeatis, ſuſceptione praſentis 


Olcz, Santi Spiritus Gratis ſalutaris debilitatem expellit 
2 plenam conferat ſoſpitatem, Where the eifeCt relates 
ro the ſoundneſs of the Members anointed, and not to: 
the Sins committed by them. 

In the Gregorzan Sacramentary,publiſhed by Menaraw, 
there 1s a Prayer wherein this place of St. James is men- 
tioned ; and preſently it follows, Cura guaſumns Redemp- 


-_ 


tor noſter aratta Spiritns Santi languores iſtius infirmi,&. 


and immediately before the anointing, Same Domine in 
Fr mms iftamcnjus ofſa turbata ſunt. and while he was 
anointing, the Patient was to ſay, Sama me Domime 
and where the pain was greateſt, he was to be ſo much 
more anointed, wot ples avlor immunet amplins pernmmgarir. 


While 
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While the reſt were anointing, one of the Prieits was to 
pray, priſtinam & immelioratam recipere merearis ſant- 
tatem ; What was this but bodily health ? and yet this 
was per hane Sacraments Oles Unitionem : after which 
follows a long Prayer tor Recovery trom Pains and Diſ- 
eaſes. ; 

And ſuch there are in the ſeveral Offices publiſhed by 
Menardus, in his Notes; although the general (train of 
them ſhews that they were of lattertimes, when the 
Unition was ſuppoled to expiate the Sins of the ſeveral 
Senſes. 

Caſſander produces many inſtances to ſhew, that the COms or, 
Prayers and Hymmns,and the Form: of anointing did reſpett ,; 155" 
bodily health, Tn one he finds this Form, I nome 
Patris, & Fills, & Spiritus Saniti accipe ſanitatem. 

Not the health of the DMznd, but the Boay. 
Maldonat takes notice of Caſſander's Offices, and the Yaidonat. de 
. . F dAerdamen .extr., 
expreſſions uſed in them ; but he gives no anſwer to the vg, z. x, 
main deſign of them. But three things he owns theChurch 
ot Rome to have varied from the ancient Tradition in, 
with reſpe&t to this Sacrament. 1. As to the Form; the 
Council of Treat owns no other but that now uſed, Per 
iſtom Unitionem, &c. but Maldonat confeſles it was In- 
icative, Ego te nmeo, Oc. or Uneo te Oleo ſantto, fe. 
and he runs to that ſhift, zHat Chriſt did not not determin 
any certain Form; whereas the Council of Trent laith, 
the Church underſtood by Tradition the other to have 
been the Form. Here the Council of Treat makes an 
appeal to Tradition, and is deſerted in it, by one of its 
malt zealous defenders ; and Gamechens affirms this to Gamach. de 
be an eſſential Charge; and he thinks the Sacrament not RE WO 
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tobe valid in another Form. Starez thinks the other Snares in 2, 
Form not ſufficient. Bat Maldonat firms the other Form tri. Diſp-4-. 
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of extreme Unition, becauſe not adminiſtred ina valid or 
ſufticieat Form. And yet in the Gregorian Ofice the Form 
is Indica:gve, Inunzo te de Oleo ſanto, &c. 
X of Ratoldus, Vngo te Oleo ſanttificato in nomine Patris,coc, 
In the T7ilian Codex, Inungo te in nomine Patris, && Filii, 
& Spiritus Santi, Oleo ſanit9 atque ſacrato, &c. In the 
Codex Remigu the general Forms are Indicative, Ungo 
te Oleo ſantto,&c. but there being a variety of Forms let 
down, among the reſt there is one, Per iſt am Undone 
Dei, &c. Which afterwards came to be the ſtanding 
Form ; an 1 yet the Council of 7rext confidently appeals 
to Tradition in this matter. Which ſhewed how very 
little the Dzvzxes there met were skilled inthe Antiqui- 
carer 3434, ties of their own Church. Suarez ſhews his skill when 
he ſaith, the Tradition of the Roman Church is infallible 

in the Subſtance of this Sacrament, and that it always u- 

ſed a deprecative Form ; but Maldonat knew better, and 

therefore on their own grounds their 7 radtion was more 

than fallible ; ſince the Roman Church hath aQually 


changed the Form of this Sacrament. 
ſerves another change, and that 1s as to the Seaſon of 
For the Council of Treat faith it ought 
to be in Exztu Vite, and therefore it is called Sacramen- 
tum Exeuntium, the Sacrament of dyino Perſons ; but 
Mald. iv. 4-3 Maldonat ſaith, it 7s an abuſe to grve it only to ſuch ; 
for, inthe ancient Church, they did not wait till the par- 
ty were near death; but, he ſaith, it was given before 
the Enchariſt, and that not once, but for ſeven aays toge- 
ther, as is plain, he faith, i» the ancient MS. Offices;and he 
quotes Albertus Magnus lor it. 
orcat changein the Koman Tradition obſerved and owned 
3. In not giving it now to Children ; for in 
the ancient Writers he ſaith, there is no exception, but it 
was uſed to all that were ſick ; and he quotes Cuſanus for 


adminiſtring it. 


So 1n that 


2. Maldoaat 0b- 


So that here is another 


ſaying 
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ſaying exprelly that it was anciently adminiſtred to In- 
""ts. But the reaſon of the change was the Doctrin 
of the Schoolmen ; for with their admirable Conpruities 
they had fitted Sucramerts for all forrs of fins ; as Bel/ar- 
min informs us ; Baptiſon againſt Original Sin, Confirmas- 
tion againlt Infirmity, Penance againit actual Moz tal Sin, 
Euchariſt againſt Aatice, Orders againſt Ignorance, Ma- 
trimony againlt Concupiſcence ; and what 1s now lett for 
Extreme Undtion ? Bellarmin faith, they are the Re- 
mainders of ſin ; and ſo ſaith the Council of Treat, Put 
what Remaznders are there in Children, who have not 
atually ſinned, and Origizal fin 1s done away alreacy ! 
Therefore the Church of Rowe did wiſely take away 
Extreme Unt10n from Children ; but therein Maldonar 
confeſſes it 1s gone oft from Tradition. I know Ale- 
1ambe would have Maldozat not believed to be the Au- 
thor of the Books of the Sacraments ; but the Preface 
before his Works hath cleared this beyond contradiction 
from the MSS. raken from his Mouth with the day and 
year compared with the Copy printed under his Name. 
But if Maldonat may be believed, the Church of Roe 
hath notoriouſly gone oft from its own Traditioz as to 
this Sacrament of Extreme Unttion, 


Of Matrimony. 


The laſt new S:crament is thar of Matrimony; which 


taving its inſtiturion in Paraaiſe, one would wonder 


how it came into mens heads. to call it « Sacrament of 
the New Law, inſtituted by Chriſt; eſpecially when the 
Grzze given by it ſuppoſes Mankind in a fallen condi- 
00, Hower the Council of Trezvt denounces an Arza- 
thema azainſt him that ſaith that Matrimony is not truly 
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and properly a Sacrament, one of the Seven of the Evay, 
gelical Law, inſttuted by Chriſt. 

That which is t7«ly and properly a Sacrament muſt þe 
a Cauſe of Grace, according to the general Decrees about 
the Nature of Sr:raments, So that thoſe who do not 
hold the l:cter, muſt deny the former. 

Now that there was no Tradition even in the Roman 
Church tor this, T prove from the Confef/ion of their own 
10ſt learned Dives ſince the Council of Trent, 

Vaſquez confelles that Durandus denies that it confer; 
Grace, and conſequently that it is truly a Sacrament, 
{but he yields it in a large improper ſenſe) and that the 
Canoniſts were of his Opinion ; and that the Maſter of the 
Sentences himſelf aſſerted no more than Durandus, And 
which adds more to this, he confeſſes that Soo durſt 
not condemn this Opinion as heretical, becauſe Thomas, 
Bonaventure, Scotus and other Schoolmen did only look 
on their own as the more probable Opinion. But, faith 
Te, after the Decree of Eugenius azd the Council of Trent 
it is heretical. 

Gregory de Valentia ſaith the ſame thing, only headds 
that the Maſter of the Sentences contraditts himſelf. S0 
certain a deliverer was he of the Churches T radition;and 
wonders that Sofo ſhould not find ir plainly enough in 
the Councils of Florence and T rept, that 4 true Sacre: 
ment muſt confer Grace. 

Maldonat yields, that Durandus and the Canoniſts ae: 
nied Matrimony to be a proper Sacrament, but he calls 
them Catholicks imprudently erring. To. : 

Bellarmin denies it not ; but uſes a diſingenuous ſhitt 
about Darandus, and would bring it to a Logical Nic, 
whereas the very Arguments he pretends to anſwer, 
ſhew plainly that he denied this to be a #rue and proper 
Sacrament. 
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10 lame a Defence of them. 
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But he oFers ſomething conſiderable about the Caxo- 
niſts if it will hold. | 

1. That they were but a few, and for this he quotes 
Navarr, that the common Opinion was againſt them ; for Navar. Man. 
which he mentions the Ruvrick de Sponſ. butI can find © 22: 7 28 
cothiog like it through the whole 7 zz/e; and it 1s not at 
all probable that {uch Vien as Hoſtica/ts and the Gl/oſſer 
ſhould be ignorant of, or oppoſe the common Opinion. 
Hiſtienſis ſaith plainly, that Grace 2s not conferr'd by Ma- Hoftienſ.Sum, 
?rimony, and never once mentions any Opinion among rake non 
them againſt it ; and the G/oſſer upon Gratiaz affirms it , 
ſeveral times, Cauf. 32. q. 2 c. Honorantur, Is hoc Sacra- 
mento von confertur Gratia Sparitus Santts ſicut in aliis. 
The Rowan Corretfors could not bear this; and fay in 
the Margin, 72mo confert ; this is plain contradicting ; 


to Dif. 23. c. his taetur, v. pro beneficiis, Thither up- 
on their Authority I go ; and thereI tind the very ſame 
thing ſaid, and in the ſame words ; anditis given as a 
Realon why Symony cannot be committed in Matrimony as 
in other Sacraments, and in both places we are reterr'd ; 
t032 9.2.6, connnbza,and to 1. q. 1. c. quicquid inviſibilis, 
the former is not very favourable to the Grace of Marri- | 
mny ; and in the latter the G/ofs 1s yet more plain, it it / 
be poſſible, Nota Conjugium non efſe de his Sucramentis | 
que conſolationem celeſtis gratia tribuunt, There the 
Correors fairly refer us to the Council of Trext,which 
bath decreed the contrary. But that is not to our bu- 
nels, but whether the Cazoniſts owned this or nor. 
And there it follows, that other Sacraments do ſo ſianifie 
4s to convey, this barely ſignifies. So that I think Bellar- 
»ivhad as good have given up the Cancniſts, as to make 
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Durand, 2. He ſaith we are not to rely on the Canoniſts for theſe 
font l.g. Diſt. thirgs, but on the Divines. But Durand oo the 
$3 Canoniſts could not be ignorant of the Do#riz of the Ry 
man Church; for ſome of them were Cardinals ; and he 
gives a better Reaſon, viz. rhat the ſenſe of the Rym 
Church was to be ſeen in the Decretals, For therefore 
Marriage was owned to be a Sacrament in the large 
ſenſe, becauſe of the Decree. of Luci IN. Extra de he. 
ret. c. ad abolendam ;- but the Schoolmen argued from 
Probabilities and Niceties 1n this matter, which could 
not ſatisfie a Man's underſtanding ;.as appears by Dyrap. 

dis his Arguments, and Be/larmin*s Anſwers to them, 

1. Where Sacraments confer Grace, there muſt be a Dj. 
vine Inſtitution of ſomething above Natural Reaſon, bu 
there is nothing of that kind in Matrimony, beſides the 
ſranifying the Union between Chriſt and his Church ; and 
therefore it is only a Sacrament in a large, and not in a 
proper ſenſe. 

Pall. de Sucr, Inanſwer to this Be/larmin laith, that 7t both ſignif 
Marr, 1.14*:5*-2nd cauſes ſuch a Love between Man and Wife, as there is 
between Chriſt and his Church. 

Valq.da Sz.r. But Vaſquez ſaith, that the Reſembiance as to Chriſt and 
— Dilb-2« þjs Church in Matrimony, doth not at all prove a promiſe of 
Baſil, Pont. Grace made tozt. And Baſilius Pontius approves of what 
de Marr, 11. Vaſquez ſaith, and confeſles, that it cannot be infer'd from 
© te 19: o hence that it is a true and proper Sacrament. 

2. Here is nothing External added, b:ſides the mere 
Contract of the Perſons ; vut the nature of a Sacrament 
implies ſome external and viſible fign. 

Bellarmin anſwers, that it is not neceſſary there ſhould 
be in this Sacrament any ſuch extrinſecal ſien ; becasſe is 
lies in a mere Contratt. And that I think holds on the 
other ſide, that a mere Contra cannot be a Sacrament, 


from their own Definition of a Sacrament. m 
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" 3: The Marriage of Infidels was good and valid, and 


their Baptiſm adas nothing to it ; but it was a0 Sacrament 


before, and therefore not after. 


- Bellarmin anlwers, that it becomes a Sacrament after, 
And ſo there is a Sacrament without either Matter or 


Form ; for there is no new Marriage. 


4, Marriage was sſtituted in the time of Innocency, and 
is a natural Dictate of Reaſon, an1 therefore no Sacra- 


ment. 


Bellarmin aniwers, that it was no & 
cauſe there was no need of Saucramental Grace. 


icrament then, bes 


And al- 


though the Marriage of Adam and Eve aid repreſent the 
Union between Chriſt and his Church ; yet it was xo proper 
Sacrament, But how doth it prove that it is a Szcra- 
mnt upon any other Account, under the Goſpel ? And 


i that doth not 1m 
it now ? 


ply a promiſe of Grace, then how can 


So that Durandis his Reaſons appear much ſtronger 


than Bellarmiz's Anſwers. 


But Durazdss urges onz thing more, which B-/lar- 
mm takes no notice of, viz, that this Opinion of the Ca- 
noniſts was very well known at that time, and was never 
condenmed as contrary to any determination of the Church. 
Now, if there had been any conſtant Tradition even of 
the Church of Rowe againlt it,it is impoſſible theſe Caxo- 
{ts ſhould have avoiled C:alure ; their Opinion being 
lo much taken notice of by the Schoolmen afterwards. 


o A ; 
Jacobus Almain ſaith, it was a C ontroverſie bet 


Veer the C ie Almain 7: &, 


woniſts and Divines, whether Matrimony was a Sacrament ; 
not all the Divines neither; for he confeſſes Dyrandus and 
Others ſeemed to apree with them. What Univerſal Tra: 
4/tion then had the Council of Trex? to rely upon in this 
matter? When all the Canorifts, according to Almain, 
ati ſome of the Divines, oppoled it ? He ſets down 


their 
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different Reaſons ; but never alledges matter of Fa;th gr 
Tradition againſt them, but only laith, the Divines bold 
the other Opinion, becauſe Matrimony is one of the Seven 
Sacraments. But on what was the Opinion of the Ne. 
ceflity of S-vex Sacraments grounded ? What Scripture, 
what Fathers, what Tradition was there, before Pere 
Lombard, for jult that number ? 


The Senſe of the Greek Church about Seven Sr. 


ments, 


3ut before I come to that, it 1s fit to take notice of 
what Bel/armin lays great weight upon, both as tothe 
Number of the Sacraments in general, and this in parti- 
cular ; which is, the conſent of both the Greek and Latin 
Church for at leaft 500 Tears, But I have ſhewed there 
was no {uch Conſent, as t5 boaſted of even in the Latin 
Church. As ro rhe Greek Church, he ſaith, zt is an argy- 
ment of Univerſal Tradition, when they had the ſame Tra- 
aition even in thetr Schiſm. 


To this I Anſwer. 


1. We do not deny that the latter Greets, after the 
taking Conſtantinople by the Latins,did hold Seven Myſte- 
ries ; which the Latins render Sacraments. For after therc 
were Latin Patriarchs at Conſtantinople, and abundance 
of Latin Prieſts in the Eaftern Parts, they had perpetual 
Diſputes about Religion ; and the Latins by degrees did 
eainupon them in ſome points ; and particularly in this 
of Seven Sacraments, for the Latins thought it an advaty 
tage to their Church to boaſt of ſuch a Number of Sacre 
»ents ; and the Greeks that they might not ſeem ro come 
behind them, were willing to embrace the ſame Num 


B : 
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The firſt Perſon among them whois ſaid to have writ- 
ten about them, was Simeon Biſhop of Theſſalonica, whom 
Pyſſevin ſets at a greater diitance, that the Tradition 
might ſeem ſo much elder among them; (for he makes 
him to have lived 600 years before his time ; ) but Leg 
Allatius hath evidently proved, that he lived not two Leo Allat. de 
hundred years before him, (which is a conſiderable diffe. £9997% + 2: 
rence,) for Simeon dyed but fix months before the taking De Simeon. 
of Theſſalonica, 4.D.1430,as he proves from Joh. Anagno- OM P- 185. 
ſs, who was preſent at the taking it. From hence it ap- © 
pers how very late this 7 rad/z/0n came into the Greek 
Church, 

After him Gabriel Severus, Biſhop of Philadelphia, 
wrote about the Sever Sacraments, and he lived at Venice 
in Arcadius his time, who wrote ſince Poſſevin;and Crus 
ſus wrote to this Gabrel A. D. 1580, and he was conſe- Crufii Treo 
crated by Jeremias A. D. 1 577.S0 that neither his Autho- ©" 

'ity, or that of Feremzas, can lignifie any thing as to the 
Antiquity of this Tradition among the Greeks. 

Leo Allatius talks of the old as well as Modern Greeks, Leo Allat. de 
7ho held Seven Sacraments,but he produces the Teſtimo- concord. 1. 3: 
ny only of thoſe who lived ſince the taking of Conſtanti © 4 
wople ; as Fob the Mont, Simeon, Johannes Paleologus, Fe- 
remias, Labriel, Cyrillus Berrhcenſis, Parthenius, and 
ſuchlike : But he very craftily ſaith, he produces theſe to 
kt us ſee they have not gone off from the Faith of their 
Anceſtors, whereas that is the thing we would have ſeen, 

"2, the Teſtimony of the Greeks before, and not after« 

wards, As to the avcient Greeks, he confeſſes they ſay 

nothing of the number. De numero apud eos altum ſilenti= 

neft. And how could therebe a Tradition in ſo much 

lilence ? But ſome ſpeak of ſome, and others of others, 

but all ſpeak of all. This is a very odd way to prove a 
radition of a certain Number. For then, ſome might 

| believe 


Poſfev. in 4p- 
par. 


A - 4 Theolog. 
Wirtc mberg. 
D, 24 }s 


- 


No Catholick Tradition 


believe Three, others Four, others Five, but how can 
this prove that all believed juſt Seven ? However let ys 
{ce the Proof, Burt inttcad of that he preſently ſtarts an 
Objeition from the pretended Dionylius Areopagita, viz, 
That where he deſizns to treat of all the Sacraments, he me- 
wer mentions Peaance, Extreme Unition, and Matrimony; 
and after a great deal of rambling Diſcourſe, he concludes 
that he did ill to leave them out ; and that others Anſwers 
are inſufficient. _ He ſhews from Tertullian, Ambroſe and 
Cyril that the neceſſary Sacraments are mentioned ; but 
where are the reſt ? and we are now enquiring after 
them in the ancient Greek Church ; but they are nottobe 
foun !. As one may contidently affirm, when one who 
profeſſed ſo much skill in the Greek Church, as Leo Alli 
#45, hath no more to ſay for the Proof of it, 


2. Thoſe Greeks who held Sever Sacraments, did not 
hol:i them in the Senſe of the Conner! of Treat. And that 
for two Reaſons. | 

1. They do not hold them all to be: of d;vine Inftitue 
7/09, Which appears by the Patriarch Feremias his An- 
{wer to the Tubing Divines, who at firlt ſeems towrite 
agreeably tothe Church of Rowe 1n this matter,(except 


- about Extreme Unction ; ) but being preſſed hard by 


them 1n their Reply ; he hols ro the Divine Iaſtituticn 
of Baptiſm, and the Euchariſt, but gives up the reſt, as 
inſtituted by the Churches Authority. Which is plain gi- 
ving up the Cauſe. How then comes Be/larmzs to Ie 
ift ſo much on the Anſwer of Jeremias ? The Reaſon 
was, that Svcolovins had procured from Conſtantinople 
the Patriarchs firſt anſver,and tranſlated and printed it; 
upon which great Triumphs were made of the Parr 
arch's Conſent with the Church of Rowe ; but when theſe 


Divines were hereby provoked to publiſh the whole pro- 
ceedings, 
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be undeceived ; and lo take no notice of any farther An- 
ſwer. Since the time of Jeremias, the Patriarch of Ale- 
xaudria, (as he was after wards,) Metrophanes Critopulus 
publiſhed an Acconant of the Faith of the Greek Church ; 
and he ſaith expreſ]y of Four of the Seven, that they are 
Myſtical Rites, and equivocally called Sacraments. And 
from hence it appears how little Reaſon Leo Allatins had 
tobe angry with Caucus, a Latinized Greek,like himſelf, 
for affirming that the modern Greeks did not look on theſe 


ceedings,thole of the Church of Rowe were unwilling to 


Metroph. 
Confeſſ. Eccl, 
Orient.f. 74» 


Leo Allat. de 
Concord. Eccl. 
Occident, 65 
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Sacraments as of Divine Inſtitution ;, but after he hath gi- © 27: 


ven him ſome hard words, he otters to prove his Aﬀerti- 
on for him. To which end he not only quotes that 
paſlage of the Patriarch Jeremzas, bur others of Fob and 
Gregorius ; from whence he infers, that Five of the $a- 
craments were of Eccleſiaſtical Inſtitution, and he faith 
nothing to take it off, Soadmirably hath he proved the 
Conſent of the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches ! 

2. They do not agree in the Marter,or Form, or ſome 
eſſential part of them, with the Council of 7rext, and 
therefore can make up no Tradition for the Doitrin of 
hat Council about the Sever Sacraments, This will be 
made appear by going through them. 


1. Of: Chriſm, 


I, As to the Form, Arcndins ſhews, that Gabriel of arcuo, 4; 
Philadelphia, Cabaſilas ad Marcus Ephelſius, a// place Concord, 1. 2. 
the Form in the Conſecration of it ; but the Churchof Rome © © 


makes the Form to lic in the Words ſpoken in the Uſe of 
it, | 


2. ASto the Miziſtcr of it, Among the Greets it is 
commonly performed by the Presbyter, though the Bz- 


1op be preſent ; but the Conncil of Treat denonnces an 
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dereil. Tri. 17450;4 xgauiſt him that faith, the Biſhop alone is not 
de COP. the ordinary Miniſter of it. 


Can. 2. , 
Ds Sacra. 3. As to the Charader. The Council of Trex declares 
£41. 9. that whoſoever affirms that C onfirmation doth not imprint 


an indelible CharaTer, ſo as it cannot be repeated i Ana- 
Ard. 1.2. thematized ; but Arcudius ſhews at large, that the modern 


7, 19 © Greeks make no {crupie of rezterating Confirmation. But 


Catumſyrit, Catumſyritus, another Latinized Greek, oppoſes Arcudins 
vera urin{q; Þerein 3 and faith, that rhe Tſe of Chriſm among the 
Eeel, Concord, "ONE" ref / ts Crong Cam 
mrokes. 114, Geeks, doth not relate to the Sacrament of Confirmation, 

4 but was a Symbolical Ceremony relating to Baptiſm; and 
for this he quotes one Corydaleus a Man of great Note in 
the Patriarchal Church at Conftantinopte, Therefore Cau- 
cas had reaſon to deny that theGreeks receivethat which 
the Latins call the Sacrament of Confirmation. And if 
this hold, then the Tradition of the Sever Suraments 
muſt fail in the Greek Church. For they deny that they 
have any ſuch thing as a Sacrament of Confirmation di: 
{tint from Baptiſm. 


2, Of the Sacrament of Penance, 


RED I. The Council of Trext declares Ab/olution of the Pe 

_—_— _ Id” pirent to be 4 judicial At, and denounces an Anathema 4 
e Pen, ; RM 

7. 6, can, g.* gainſt him that denies it ; but the Greet Church uſes a ae: 

precative Form, (as they call it,) not pronouncing A#ſc- 

lution by way of Sentence, but by way of Prayer to God, 

Which as Aqzinas oblerves, rather - Suu a Perſon to be 

wt F-13+ abſelved by God than by the Prieſt, and are rather a Prayer 

"that it may be done, than a (iznification that it is aone ; 

_ an:{ therefore he looks on ſuch Forms as inſufficient. And 

if it be a judicial S-ntence, as the Council of Trent deter- 

mines,it can hardly be reconciled to ſich a Form, where 


11 80 kind of judicial Sentence was ever p——_ as 
Yeu 
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Arcudias grants ; and in Extreme Union, where ſuch a 
Form 15 allowed, there 15,as he obſerves, no Tuaicial AF. 
But he hopes at lat to bring the Greeks off by a Phraſc 
uſed in ſome of their Forms, I have you abſolved ; but he 
confeiles it is not in their Pab/ick Offices;and their Prieſts 
for the moſt part uſe ir not. Which ſhews it to be. an 
Innovation among the Latinizing Greeks, if it be fo ob- 
ſerved, which Carnmſyritus denies, and faith, he proves 
it only from ſome Forms granted by Patents,which are not 
S«cramental ; and ſuppoſing it otherwiſe, he ſaith, 77 z5 
fooliſh, falſe and erroneous to ſuppnſe ſuch a Form to be 
valid; becauſe it is no Tudicial At, 

2, The Couricil of 7 rext makes Confeſſion of all Mortal 
Sins, how ſecrzt ſoever, to be neceſſary in order to the 
benefit of Preeſtly Abſozution in this Sacrament, and de- 
nounces an Anathema againſt thoſe that deny it ; but the 
Greek Church grants Abſolution upon ſuppoſition that they 
have not confeſſed all Mortal Sins: As appears by the Form 
of the Patriarch of Antioch, produced by Arcudins, and 
another Form of the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, in Fere- 
mias his Anſwer. Arcudzas 15 hard pur to it, when to 
excuſe this he ſaith, #hey only pray to God to forgive them ; 
for this is to own that a deprecative Form 1s inſufficient, 


=> ſo that there 1s no Sacrament of Penaxce in the Greet 
Church, | 


3. Of Orders. 


The Greek and Latin Churches differ, both a5 to Mat- 
fr and Form. The Council of Trent Anathematiſeth thoſe 
who deny a viſiule and exeternal Pricſthood in the New Te- 

ament ; or a Power of conſecrating and offering the true 
Body and Bloud of Chriſt, and of remitting and retaining 
2 of 
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of Sins, And this two-fold Powey the Church of Roy 
expreties by a double Form, one of delivering the Ve. 
{its with Accipe Poteſtatem, &c. the other of Impoſition 
of Hands, with Accipe Spiritum Sanctum. 

But the Greek Church wholly omits the former, on 
which the greateſt weight 1s laid in the Latin Church 
and many think the Eſſential Form lies in it. When the 
Office of Ordination 1s over, the Book of the Liturgy, cal- 
led zu 1s delivered to the Presbyter, but without 
any words ; and there 1s no mention of it in their R;. 
tuals.either Printed or MSS. ſo likewiſe a parcel of conſe. 
crated Bread is delivered by the Biſhop to him afterwards, 
And all the Form is, The Divine Grace advances ſuch an 
one to the Office of a Presbyter. 

If we compare this with the Form in the Counct of 
Florence, we ſhall find noagreement either as to Matter 
or Form, in this Sacrament, between the Greek and L- 
tin Churches. For there the Matter 1s ſaid to be that by 
which the Order is conferred, v1z. the delivery of the Cha . 
lice with Wine, and the Paten with the Bread ; and the 
Form, Receive the Power of offering Sacrifice for the Li: 
wing andthe Dead, And it is hardly poſſible to ſuppoſe 
theſe two Churches ſhould go upon the ſame Tradition, 
I know what pains Arcrdins hath taken to reconcile 
them ; but as long as the Decree of Ergenizs ſtands,and 
15 received in the Church of Roe, it is impoſſible. And 
Catumſyritus labours hard to prove, that he hath endea- 
voured thereby to overthrow the whole Order of Prieſthood 
in the Roman Church. 
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4. Of Extreme Unition. 


Belarmin particularly appeals to the Greek Church for Bell. de Extr. 
«« conſent as t0 this Sacrament ; but if he means in the © 44 
modern ſenle as 1t 15 dehiver'd by the Councils of Florence 
1nd Trent, he 15 extremely miſtaken. 

1. For the former ſaith, z7 7s not to be given but to ſuch 
of whoſe death they are afraid ; and the Council of 7 rewt 
calls it the Sacrament of dying Perſons. But the Greeks 
2dminiſter their Sacrament of Vnition to Perſons in health 
35 well as ſickneſs,and once a year to all the People that 
will ; which Arcudias ſaith, is mot only done by the 1. — F. 
literate Prieſts, but by their Patriarchs and Metropolis c. 4. 
tans, &c, and they look on then as a Supplement to 
the ancient Penance of the Church ; for they think the 
partaking of zhe holy Or! makes amends for that : but 
this Arcudius condemns as an abuſe and innovation a- 
mong them. But the original Intention and Deſign of it 
was for the Cure and Recovery of {ick Perſons ; as Ar- 
cdixs confeſſes the whole ſcope of the Office ſhews ; and p. 33g. _ 
the next Chapter he produces the Prayers to that end. <5: 

And the Greeks charge the Latins with Innovation in © 7:5: 493: 
2ving this Sxcramert to thoſe Perſons of whoſe Reco- 
| v3 they have no hope. 

2, The Council of 7 ret requires that the Oil of Ex- £9. Tri4. | 
treme Unftion be conſecrated by a Biſhop ; and this the © 1 
Dottors of the Roman Church , faith Catumſyritus, Catumſyr. 
make eſſential to the Sacrameat. But in the Greek V4 <9. 


; . 9-1. 15% 
Church the Presbyters commonly do it, as Arcndins Arcud,l. 5. > 
| ſhews at large. | AY 
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5. Of Matrimony. 


The Council of Trext from making this a Sacramen, 
denounces an Azathema againlt thole who do not hols 
the Bond inditfoluble, even in the Caſe of Adultery, Ang 
Bellarmin urges this as his firſt Reaſon, Zecauſe it i; , 
ſian of the Conjunttion of Chriſt with his Church, But the 
Greek Church held the contrary ; and continues fo togy, 
a5 both Bellarmia and Arcudins confeſs. 

So that though there be allow'd a conſent in the Ny, 
ber of Sacraments _— the Modern Greeks, yet they 
have not an entire Conſent with the Roman Church in 
any one of them. 


The Senſe of other Eaſtern Churches about the Sev 
SACYaments. 


But to ſhew how late this Tradition of Seven Sacrs- 
ments came into the Greek Church, and how far it is 
from being an Univerſal Tradition, I ſhall now makeit 
appear that this Number of Sacraments was never re- 
ceived in the other Chriſtian Churches, although ſome 
of them were- originally deſcended from the Ancient 
Greek Church. 

I begin with the moſt Eaſtern Churches, called the 
Chriſt ians of St. Thomas in the Eaſt-Indies. And we have 
a clear Proof that there was no Tradition among them 
about the Seven Sacraments. For when Alexius Mene- 


ſes, Archbiſhop of Goa, undertook to reform them accor- 


ding to the Roman Church, (if that may be called a Re- 
formation) and held a Council at Damper to that pur- 
poſe, 4. D. 1599. he found that they had no Sacrament 
of Chriſm, or Penance, or Extreme Unition, of _ 

je 
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general and rare; and that they have no Biſhops under . 
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they were utterly ignorant, {faith Jarricus from Antonius = kc 
Grveanus, who wasPrior of Goa,and publiſhed the whole 7, ; p. 2, 
roceedings. Which Book was tranſlated out of Portw- «. 12. 

reſe by Joh. Baptiſta 4 Glano into French, and printed at 

Bruſſels, 1609. From whence the Author of the Cr4- 

tical Hiſtory of the Faith and Cuſtoms of the Eaſtern Na- ,u... -,. 
ties hath given an Account of theſe things;and he faith, rique, ch. 8. 
they owned but three Sacraments, Baptiſm, Enchariſt and Þ- 194 
Orders ; that they knew nothingof the Sacrament of Chriſm . 155, 
or extreme Unition, and abhorred Auricular Confeſſion. 

But in excuſe of them he ſairh, that they joyned Confir- #112. 
mation with Baptiſm , as other Eaſtern Churches aid ; 

that the Sacrament of Extreme Unition as it is praiſed þ. 11, 
in the Church of Rome is known only to the Latin Church ; 

but the Eaſtern Church had the Union of S. James for p. 13. 
the Cure of Diſeaſes, as the Greek Church had. 

Cotrvicus affirms the ſame of the other Eaſtern Churches Cotoy. tin. 
called Chaldeay, (who areunder the ſame Patriarch with Ficrolol. & 
the Chriſtians of S. Thomas) that they knew nothing of is 
the Sacraments of Confirmation and Extreme Unttion, 

This Patriarch is the ſame which is commonly called the 

Patriarch of Babylon ; whole Reſidence is at M-zal ; but 

called of Baby/ozz, becauſe Seleucia, atter the defolation 

of the true Babyloz had the name given to it (as It were 

ealie to prove, if it were pertinent to this deſign) and 

upon the deſtruction of Selercia the Patriarch removed 

firſt to Bagdat and then to Mozal ; whoſe Jurilciction 

extends over all thoſe Eaſtern Chriſtians, which are cal- 

led Neſtorian. 

_ In the Abyſſive Churches, Godjanus ſaith poſitively gygay, 4; 
irom thoſe who had been converſant among them, hat rebus Abayhe. 
they knew nothing of the Sacraments of Chriſm and Ex- **+ 35: 
treme Unition ; and thas all the Confeſſion they have is 
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the Abuna, and believe the bond of Matrimony eafily aif. 
ſolved. So that the Tradztion of Seven Sacraments is 
wholly unknown to them, bur as it-was impoſed by the 
Roman Miſſionaries; which impoſition was ſo ill receives 
there,and brought ſuch Confufion and Diſorders among 
them, that they are for ever bamſhed. | 

In the Armenian Churches, Toh. Chernacenſis a Ly. 
nized Armeniaa laith, that the Armenians owned nt the 
Seven Sacraments, that they knew nothing of Chriſm ani 
Extreme Unetion. Here we fce a general conſent as to 
the total ignorance of two of the Sever Sacraments in 
theſe Churches. But Clemens Galanns, who had been 
many years a Mifftonary among the Armenians endea. 
vours to prove that they. had the Tradition of the ſeven 
Sacraments ; but very unſucceſsfuily. For he produces 
none of their ancient Authors for it : but he names Yr 
tanus whom he ſets himſelf to confute afterwards; and 
he confelles, that he took away the Sacrament of Penance, 
and made Burial of the Dead to be one of his ſeven, But 
more than that, he faith, the Armenian Churches have 
forbidden ExtremeUnttion as the Neſtorians had done Auri- 
cular Confeſſion. So that nothing like a truly Catholick 
Tradition can be produced for the Number of /even S« 
craments either in the Church of Rome or elſewhere, 
within Bellarmin's own term of 500 years. 


I am now to give an account when this Number ot 
ſeven Sacraments, came into the Church, and on what 
Occaſions it was advanced to be a point of Faith. 

The fir{t I can find who expreſly ſet down the Num- 


Viet. de Off ber of ſeven Sacraments, was Huga de S. Vidtore, who 
Bs 1. 1.5.12: lived in the twelfth Century, not long before Peter Low 


bard. But that there was an Innovation made by him 
in this matter, 1 ſhall make appear by comparing _— 
e 
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te faith with what others had delivered who were ſhort 
of the Primitive Fathers. 


: Rupertas Taitienſis lived much 2bout the ſame time in Rup. Tui, 
d Germany that Yugo did at Paris, and he gives a different de Vi2. Versi, 
Reſolution of the Queſtion about the Principal Sacra- {+ 12+ & 11 
ments : For he names no more than Baptiſm,the Fucha- 
rift and the double Gift of the Holy Ghojt ; and, faiti le, 
theſe three Sacraments are neceſſary inſtruments of oar 
Salvation. But 77ugo faith, there are ſeven principal Sa> yygo a, g4c. 
craments ; (which ſufficiently ſhews, that he thought /. 1. pr. 5. 


there were other Sacraments beſides theſe; and ſo he ex- © © 7: 
preſſes his mind in another place, where he makes all 
{imbelical Signs to be Sacraments, but the principal Sa- 

cram: nts he ſaith, are thoſe whichconvey Grace. 

Fulbertus Carnotenfis lived in France in the beginning Fulb. Carnor. 
of the tenth Century ; and where he Diſcourſes of the $a- © * 
craments he names no more than Baptiſm and the Eucha- 
riſt. He calls che Body and Blood two Sacraments, and 
lo did Rabarus Maurus before him. De Telletes. 

Who lived in the ninth Age, and was a Perſon of great {- 1-< 31. 
Reputation ; and he names no more Sacraments than Rab. Maur. 
Baptiſm, and Chriſm,and the Euchariſt ; where he pro- {© 7% Cer. 
poſcs to treat of them ; and had as juſt an Occaſion to ' ' 


SOT os 0 0 VO EG. oP 


. 2s Co 27. 


and tlerefore omitted none bat Matrimony. But were 
not they concerned to know whether it were a Sacra- 
ent or not > The Queſtion is not whether he mention'd 
the things, but whether he called them Sacraments ; but 
[ do not find Fxireme Vudtion fo much as mention'd by 
lim in the place he refers us to. 
in the ſame ge, Walafridus Strabo,where he pur- Walaf, Serav. | 
poſely diſcourſeth of the Sacraments names no more © & #1. 
| than Aabams Haurus ; and this had been an inexcuſable © 75” 
omiſltton 
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omiſſion in ſuch who treat of Fecle/fraſtical Offices;and were 
to inform Perſons of their duties about them And there. 
fore I lay much more weight on ſuch an omilljon in them 
gs 16 _ than in any other Writers. I know Paſchafius Radber. 
ſanz. Dm, tus mentions no more than three Sacraments, Baptiſm, 
C. 3+ Chriſm and the Euchariſt ; but Be/larmin and Sirmontlus 
ſay he mention d them for Example ſake, becauſe it was 
not - his buſineſs to handle the Number of Sacrameyrs, 
but this Anſwer will by no means ſerve for thoſe who 
purpoſely treated of theſe matters ; and therefore an & 
miſſion in them is an argument that they knew nothing 
of them. - 
16d. Orig. 1.6, And this Argument will go yet higher; for in the 
de Officis, beginning of the ſeventh Century, Ihdore of Sevil trea- 
ted of theſe matters, and he names no more than Bap- 
tiſm, Cbriſm and the Euchariſt ; and he tells us , they are 
therefore called Sacraments, becauſe under the covering of 
corporeal things a ſecret and inviſible virtue is conveyd 
to the partakers of them, And this very paſlage is en- 
tred into the Canon Law c.1.q.1 c. Multi Secularinm&e. 
and there it paſſes under the Name of Gregory I. but the 
Roman Corredtors reſtore it to T4dore. 
tr But it may be objected, that vo Carnoten/is made a 
2- Þ. c. 73, Colle&tion of Canons before Gratian; who handles the 
Sacraments in his firſt and ſecond Part; and he ſeems to 
make the annual Chriſm to be a Sacrament ; for which 
he quotes an Epiſtle of Fab:anus, who faith it ought to 
be conſerrated every year, quia novum Sacramentum eſt ; 
and this, he faith, he had by Tradition from the Apoſites. 
Ylamb. at.g, Which Teſtimony the modern Schoolmen rely upon for 
92. Diſp. 1, a ſufficient proof of this Apoſtolical Tradition. But this 
A. 3. Epiſtle is a notorious counterfeit , and rejected by all 
men of any tolerable Ingenuity. in the Church of Rome. 


Thus we trace the Original of ſome pretended ay 
radts 


- 
. 
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Traditions into that Maſs of Forgeries, the Decretal F- 
piſtles, which was ſent abroad under the Name of 7j- 


dire. 


ſvo produces another Teſtimony from Zanocentins J. 199 #5. c 75: 


to prove that Extreme Undtion was then owned for a kind 
of Sacrame*t, and therefore ought not to be given to Pe- 
viteuts. If this Rule holds, then either Matrimony was 
no Sacrament, or Penitents might not marry ; but the 
Canoniſts ſay even excommunicated Perſons may marry, 


but one of them faith. z# 7s a ſtrange Sacrament excommus- Alex, Can't, 


wicated Perſons are allow'd to partake of. 

But this genus eſt Sacrament: ſignifies very little to 
thoſe who know how largely the Word Sacrament was 
uſed in elder times, from 7ertu//ian downwards. But 
our Queſtion is not about a kind of a Sacrament, but 
fri and proper Sacraments; and if it had been then 
thought ſo,he would not have permitted any to adminiſter 
it ; unlefs they will fay it is as neceſſary to Salvation as 
Bajtiſm, which none do. It appears from hence, that 
there was then a Cuſtome among ſome in regard to 
S. Jam?s his Words, if Perſons were ſick, to take ſome 
of the Chriſm to anoint them, and to pray over them in 
hopes of their Recovery ; but this wasno Sacrament of 
dying Perſons, as it is now in the Church of Rome. 

lf it had been then fo eſteemed, S. Ambroſe (or who- 
ever was the Author of the Book of Sacraments) would 
not have omitted it, and the other ſupernameraries , 
when he purpoſely treats of Sacraments ; the ſame holds 
to S. Cyril of Feruſal-m. And it is a poor evaſion to 
lay, that th:'y ſpake only to Catechumens ; for they were 
to be inſtructed in the Means and Inſtruments of Salva- 
a0n as they make all Sacraments to be. 
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And itisto as little purpoſe to fay, that they do ny 


declare there are but tw» ; for our buſineſs is to enquire 
for a Catholick Tradition for ſeven true and proper $4. 
craments, , as the Council of Trent determines under an 


Anathema. But if we compare the Traditions for two 


and for ſeven together, the other will be found to have 


far greater Advantage; not only becauſe the two arc 
mentiond in the eldeſt Writers, where the ſeven are 
not ; but becauſe ſo many of the Fathers agree in the 
Tradition, that the Sacraments were deſigned by the Wa 
ter aud Blood which came out of our S4- 
wzoar's fide, So S. Chryſoſtom, S: Cyril 
of Alexandria, Leo Magnus, but above 
all S. A4vgu/tin who ſeveral times inſiſts 
upon this ; which ſhews that they 
thought thoſe two to be the 7rue and 
proper Sacraments of Chriſtianity ; how- 
ever there might be other Myſtical Rites which in a 
large ſenſe might be called Sacraments. 

As to the Occa/rons of ſetting up this Number of fever 
Sicraments, they were theſe. 

I. Some pretty Cengruities which they had found out 
for them. The Number ſeven they obſerve was 1n re- 
queſt in the Levirical Law, as to Sacrifices and Puriſics- 
tions. Naaman was bid to waſh ſeven times. And Be 
larmin in good earneſt concludes that the whole Scrip- 
ture ſeemed to foretell the ſeven Sacraments by thoſe things 
Bur beſides, he tells us of zhe ever things relating t0 1s 
tural Life which theſe have an Analogy with; the ſev" 
forts of fins theſe are a rem?dy againſt, and the ſeven ſors 
of Vertues which anſwer to the ſeven Sacraments. Bul 
none of all theſe prove any Catholick Tradition. 

2. Making no difterence between My/tical Rites Con 


tinned in lmifation of Apoſtolicai Practices, and 7r4e _— 
rea: 
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real Sacraments. Impoſition of Hands for Confirmation 
and Ordjnation 1s allowed to be a very juſt and reaſonable 
Imitation of them ; and as long as the Miraculous Power 
of Healing Diſeaſes continued, there was a fair Ground 
for continuing the Practice mentioned by S. James ; but 
there was no Reaſon afterwards to change this into quite 
another thing, by making it a Sacrament, chiefly inten- 
ded for doing away the Remainders of Sin. 

3- Advancing the Honour of the Prieſthood ; by ma- 
king them ſo neceſſary for the actual Expiation of all 
forts of Sins, and in all conditions. For no Sacrament is 
rightly adminiſtred by the Council of 7rent without the 
Prieſt ; and therefore clandeſtine Marrizcges are declared 
void by it. And it pronounces an Anathema againſt thoſe 
who ſay any orhers than Prieſts can adminiſter Extreme 
Unition ; however it appears that in the time of /nocen- 
tius 1. any might make uſe of the Chriſm when it was 
conſecrated by a Biſhop ; but they are grown wiler in 
the Church of Rome ſince that time; and as they have al- 
tered a Ceremony of Carizg into a Sacrament of Dying, 10 
they have taken Care that none but Prieſts ſhall pertorm 
that laſt Office, that the People may believe they can 
neither live nor dye without them. 


VI. Df Auricalar Confeſſion, 


Confeſſion of Sins ; and that it is received by Divine Right 
to all who ſin after Baptiſm, becauſe our Lord Feſus Chriff 
before his Aſcenſion into Heaven, did leave P1ieſts as 
bis Vicars, to be Preſidents and Judges, to whom all mor- 
?al fins were to be made known, and of which they were by 


the. 


. C . , Contil. Trid. 
The Council of 7rext declares, that the Univerſal Soſ. 14. de 


Church always underſtood that Chriſt did inſtitute an cutire ppunit.c. 5. 


». 


Ih, 


Can. I. 


4,5, 7» 


Naldonat de 
Sacr. Pentt. 
De Confeſſ, 
PF, 2, 


a 
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The Power of the Keys to give Sentence, ſo as either to re« 
mit or retain them. 

It farther ſaith, That the moſt holy and ancient Fathers 
by a great and unanimous Conſent did uſe this ſecret Sacrg. 
mental Confeſſion from the beginning. 

And it denounces Anarhema's, 

x. Againſt him that denies the Sacrament of Penance to 
be of Chriſt's Tuſtitution. 

2. Againſt him that denies that our Saviour's words, Re- 
ceive ye the Holy Ghoſt Whoſe fins ye remit they are remit- 
ted, QC. are to be underſtood of the Power of remitting 
and retaining in the Sacrament of Penance, as the Ca- 


tick Church always underſtood them. 


3- Againſt him that denies Confeſſion to be a Part of it, 
or to have Divine Inſtitution, and to be weceſſary to Sal- 
vation ; as it relates to all mortal though ſecret Sins. 

Thus we ſee the Senſe of the Council of Trent in this 
matter ; and I ſhall now make it evident there was no 
ſuch Catholick Tradition, as is here pretended for it, by 
the Confeſſion of their own Writers. 


x. As to the General Senſe of the Church. 
2. As tothe Founding it on Fohn 22. Thoſe ſins ye re- 
mit, QC. 


I. Asto the General Senſe of the Church. Ma/donat 
reckons up Seven ſeveral Opinions among themſelves a- 
bout Confeſſion. 1. Of thoſe who denied it to be of Divine 
Right, but held it to be uſeful in the Church ; and for this 
he quotes Rhewanus and Eraſmus. 2. Of thoſe who wake 
it to be onely of Ecclefrajtical Inſtitution ; and this, faith 
he, 7s the Opinion of all the Canoniſts. 3. Of thoſe who 
thought it came in by <poſtolical Tradition ; of which he 


reckons Theodore Archbiſhop of Canterbury, 4. Of ſome 
| Drumes 
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Divines who held it to be inſtituted only by St, James. 
5. Of others who held it 10 be of Divine Right, and not 
inftituted by the Apoſtles, but infinuated by Chriſt ; and 
for this he quotes Alexander Hales, and Bonaventure. 
6. Of ſome who thouz bt it inſtituted in the Old Teſtament. 
7, Of thoſe who held it inſtituted by Chriſt, but not as a 
 Precept, but by way of Council; and for this he mentions 
Scots and his Followers. : 

Vaſquez reckons up among thoſe whoſe Opinions are Vaſquez in ;. 
not condemned, The Canoniſts, Eraſmus, Boyaventure, Th. To. 4. 2 
Alexander Hales, and Scotus, who all differed from the 3. 4. © * 
Council of Trex?. 

Suarez mentions three Opinions among them. x. Of Suarez in 3.2. 
thoſe who ſaid it was inſtituted in the Law of Nature. Diſks * 2 
2. Of thoſe who attributed it 70 the Law of Moſes. 3 Of © py 
thoſe who d nyed any Inſtitution of it by way of Precept from 
Chriſt in the Law of Grace ; and for this he quotes 7ugo 
de Sanflo Viltore, Alexander Hales, and Bonaventure , 
and they went upon this Ground, that no ſuch Inſtituti- 
ox cou/d be proved either by Scripture or Tradition. 

Gregory de YValentia Confeſles, ſome Catholick Authors &* _ W 
denied the Divine Inſtitution of Confeſſion ; for which he — ny © 
produces the Canoniſts, and Eraſmus and Rhenanus. But Prn#. 2. 
he thinks they were not guilty of Herefie, becauſe they were 
mt obſtinate ; but that is not our buſineſs, which is to 
ſhew, that by their own confeſſion there was not a con- 
ſtant Catholick Tradition in the Church abour ir. 

Natalis Alexander, who hath Jately pretended to an- Nar. Alex. 
[wer Daille, confeſſes, that from the ninth to the thir- Tb wean 
teemth Age , many Catholicks did hold, that Confeſſion to POD 
God alone was ſufficient to obtain Remiſſion of fins ; and 
he proves it from Lembard, Gratian and the Canonifts. 
But he faith i# was #o herefie in them, the point not being 
jet ſettled by a general Conncil. 

Boilea:s 
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Boileau 1n his Anſwer to Dail/e cannot deny that jy 
the time of Lombard an4 Gratian men held ſeveral ways 
abo't this matter ; but he anſwers with 7homas upon the 
Sentences ; that zt was an cp1nion then, but ſince the Coun. 
cil of Tateran 7t is become a Flerefie. But if it were ng 
heretical Opinion then, what becomes of /ufallible Tra. 
dition 2 If the Church defines by 7radition, that Tra- 
dition muſt be proved before the Definition, otherwiſe it 
hath no ground to proceed upon. 

The Council of Lateran under /nnccent II. (it ſeems) 
made it a Zerefie to deny this Sacramental Confeſſhon. With: 
in much leſs than a Century before it, lived Peter Lom- 
bard and Gratian. Peter Lombard made it his buſineſs 
to collect a Body of Divinity out of the Sentences of the 
Fathers ; and his work hath been univerſally eſteemed 
in the Roman Church, When he comes to ſtate this point 
of Confeſſion out of the Fathers, z.e. togive an account 
of the 7radition of the Church about it ; he tells us in 
the beginning, that learned men were of different opini- 
015; and for what reaſon 2 &'cauſe the Dottors of the 
Church ſcemed to deliver not only divers but contrary 
things, 7. e. they had no certain and conſtant Tradition 
about them. And when he comes to the point of Cca- 
eſſen to. God only, he quotes for it, beſides Scripture, 
S. Ambroſe, and S. Chryſoſtem, and Proſper, and againſt 
it S. Arg/tize and Leo, and concludes himſelf for the 
lattcr ; bur faith not a word more to ſhew that the cor- 
ſtant Tradition of the Church had been for this opinion. 

Gratian puts the ſame Queſtion, and for Confeſion to 
Ged alone he quotes S. Ambroſe,S. Auguſtine, and Proſper, 
beſides Scripture, and argues largely tor it after c. Conver- 
timin', &c. Then he ſets down the Arguments on the 
other ſide from c. 38. and after c. 60. he ſums up the 


force of them, and again after c. 87. and when he m 
al 
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faid all on one ſide and on the other, he concludes after 

c. 89. that he left all to the Readers Tudament : for both 
Opinions had wiſe and pious Defenrers ;and produces that 

faying as out of Theodore's Penitential; that ſome think 

that we ought to confeſs only to God, as the Greeks, others 

that we ought to do it to the Prieſt too, as almoſt all the 

Church befides ; but then he adds, that Confeſſion ro God 

purges away Sin, but that to the Prieſt ſhews how they are 

purged, i. e. by Contrition. So the Gloſs interprers it. 
Belarmin thinks that, «t Grecz, was foiſted into the Ca- Bell. a: prir. 
non, and I ſhall nor diſpute againſt it , provided that & 3: « 5: 
which anſwers to it, tota fere ſantta Eccleſra, be allow- 

ed to be ſo too, as the Roman Correctors do confeſs. 

Boileau hath taken another courſe , for he ſaith, his Hit. Confer) 
whole Diſt infFion is without ground attributed to Gratian ; Auric. p. 388. 
but how doth he prove it 2 From Ant. Auguſt inus his Dia- 
lgze, where a MS. 1s cited that this was not Gratzar's, but 
an elder Author's. And what is gotten by this ? But 
the other anſwers, it muFf# be Gratian's, becauſe of the ci- 
tation out of the Digeſts, and other Books of Civil Law 
thes lately found, If this will not do, he faith, Gratian 
Lath many Errours, as the Roman Correctors obſerve, Yes 
truly do they ; and about this Point ſeveral times ; for 
the Councils of Lateran and 7rent have otherwiſe deter- 
mined, But what is all thisto the 7raditon of the Church 
n Gratian's time 2 

Imocent Ill, in the Council of La*eray, enjoyns ſtridt- 
ly the Praftice of Confeſſion once a year, under the P enalty 
of Excommunication, and of being deprived of Chriſtian 
Burial ; but there is not a Word of the Churches Tra- 
| dition before, for the Ground of it. But finding ſeveral 
| Opinions about it, and the Waldeyſes then oppoling it, 
- reſolves by his 4uthority to bind all Perſons to ir. But 
= after this the Canoni/ts allowed no more than Feclefraſt i 
cal 
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cal Inſtitution for it ; as is plain by the Gloſs on.the Cann 
| Law, Diſt. 5. de Penit. Tit. In Penitentia ; but the Roman 
Correftours quote againſt it Council, Trident. Seſ 14, c. 5. 
z.'e. a Council ſome 100 years after, muſt tell what the 
Tradition then was ; but the Gloſs faith, the Greeks had yg 
ſuch Tradition, and therefore were not bound to Confeſſun, 
So that wehave no evidence for any Catholick Tradition 
4n this matter, before the Lateran Council. 
2. But the Council of Trent hath gone. beyond the Coun- 
cil of Lateran, and hath fixed the .Divine Right of Cox- 
feſfion. on Fohn 20. Whoſe ftus ye remit, &c. and therefore 
l am now to ſhew, by the.Confe/ion of their own Writers, 
that this hath not been the 7radit:onary Senſe of this 
Place. | 
Cajetay, not long before the Council firſt fate, in his 
Notes on this place confelles,*hat no Precept of Sacramen- 
tal Confeſſion is contained in it. But how ſhould it be of 
Divine Right in the ſenſe of the Council of 7rent, if there 
be no Command for it 2 7es, ' by Conſ quence, if they will 
obtain Remiſſion of Sins ; but this can by no- means be in- 
ferred from hence, . becauſe the Remitſion of Sins by Bap- 
riſm 1s implied in it; .but none of them plead for par- 
ticular Confefion before Baptiſm, in order to Remiſfion ; 
and therefore not aſter, unleſs ſome Command of Chriſt 
made it more neceſlary.after Baptiſm than before, Ys/- 
Vaſquez #5' guez ſaith, that Cajetan means no more, than that it cat- 
_. ., not be proved out of this place ; but Catharinus faith, that 
Cajer. p. 446. neither there nor in any other place doth Cajetan aſow, 
+ that Auricular Confeſſion can be proved out of Scripture: 

- why ſe % Gabriel Biel confeſſes, he cannot find ſufficient force t0 
«ri © ceaclude the Neceſſity of Confeſſion from the Power 0} Atjo- 

lation here granted ; becauſe it may be valid upon voluntary 

Confeſſion of the Party ; and therefore he reſolves 1t 1n10 


au unwritten Tradition. 
Guide 
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Guide Brianſon takes great pains to prove it out of this Brianvon q. 8. 
place, but at laſt yields, that Chriſt's inſtituting ſuch a © 7-08 
Power, doth not bind Perſons to confeſs their Faults to 
them that have it. For the Power of retaining doth not 
imply that no fins are retained which are not retained by 
the Prieſt upon Confeſſion ; neither then doth the Power of 
Alſolution imply that no fins are remitted but ſuch as are 
confeſſed to a Prieſt. And therefore he betakes himlelt 
as Kiel doth, to anwritten Tradition ; and 1o doth Nzce!. 
de Orbellis. I'7, 

Jac. de Almain debates the matter at large; and he Almain in 4. 
fays only that 7t 7s a probable Opinion, that this Confeſſion Diſt, 17. 
is of ditine Appointment ; but he yields, that Chriſt's 
granting a Power of Abjolution, drth not make it a cuty 
to confeſs to a Prieſt ; and he faith, zt zs afalſe propoſitions 
that where a Power of judging is given, others are bound 
to ſubmit 10 it; for all that follows is, that their Sentence 
is valid if they do ſubmit. 

But the force of what the Council of 7rex? deduces 
from this place, lies wholly in this, as Yaſquez obſerves, Vaſquez is. 
that becauſe Chriſt hath given Authority to al ſobve, and #0. 2: 
they cannot exerciſe that Authority without Confeſſion, 
therefore Confeſſion is hereby made neceſſary. And he con- 
telles, that ſcarce any have deduced the Argumert effe(tu- 
allftrom this place. But he faith one thing very obſer- 
vable, that if this place be extended to Remiſſion of Sins 
n Baptiſm, then it can never prove the neceſſity of Sacra- 
mental Confeſſion. And Greg. de Valentia as plainly owns, 
that the Futhers did underſtand FI of Baptiſm ; he names — > Ag 
dS. Cyprian, and S. Ambroſe ; but Natalis Alexander al- ceſjr. Confeſſ 
lowsS. Cyril of Alexandria to have fo underſtood it ; and © 3: | 
that Janſenins and Ferss followed him ; bur beſides theſe peru vl 
S. 4rzx/tin interprets this place as S. Cyprian had done. {ef: p. 22. 
For as S. Cyprian from hence infers the Power of Baptizing Ta8"Ep: _— 

R 2 and 
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aud granting Remiſſion of Sins in the Guides of the Church - 
ſo S. Avuga/tin faith, rhe Churches Charity by the Hily 
Gholt looſes the Sins of thoſe who are her Members, and re. 
tains the fins of thoſe who are not, And it may be obſer. 
ved, that whereas St. Matthew ſpeaks of the Power of 
Baptizing granted to the Aro/tles ; S. Fohn inſtead of that 
mentions this P wer of remitting or retaining Sixs, an] 
S. Mark and S. Luke ſpeak of Baptiſm ; to which theone 


joins $.1/vatizon ; and the other Remiſſicn of Sins, And 


the-efore this ſeems to be meant by our Saviour in the 
Words of S. Fohz ; and thus S. Peter exerciſed this Power 
of lo. Jing on the converted Fews, AQt. 2. 38. and his Power 
of tin4ing on Simon Magus, At. 8.21. 

Peter Lomtard carries S. Auguſtiu's meaning farther, 
to the Power of Prieſts over the Sins of the Members of 
the Church ; but then he limits this Power, and makes 
it no more than dec/.ratzve ; as I have obſerved already ; 
and for this he quotes a notable paſſage of S. Jerom, 
who ſaith, that Men are apt to aſſume too much to them- 
ſelves under pretence *f this Power of the Key;, whereas 
God regards not the Sentence of the Prieſts but the Life 
of the Penitents. 

But Natalis Alexander thinks there is no binding Power 
wirh reſpect to Baptiſm;Was there not as to Szmon nn 4 2 
And as long as every year the Church judged of the #- 
petency of Perſons for it > When Chriſt ſpake theſe words 
the Church was wholly to be formed, and it was a great 
Power lodged with the 4poſt/es and their Succeſſors 10 
admit into the Church, or to exclude from it, not as 
private Perſons, but by Authority from Chriſt hinielt. 
But then this Power is vain and idle in a conſtitute 
Church. By no means; they have {till a Power of caſting 
out and taking in again ; and of impoſing ſuch Acts on 


Offnders, as may give fatisfaction to the Church, whole 
Honour 
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Honour ſuffers, and whoſe Diſcipline is broken, But the 


queſtion 15, Whether by Chriſt's appointment under the 


Goſpel no known mortal fin can Le pardon'd to Laptized 
Perſons without Confeſſion of it to a Prieſt > And whe- 
cher theſe words of our Saviour do imply it 2 
Scotus is by no means ſatisfied with mens Reaſoning 
cut of this place,zhat becauſe Chriſt hath gtven ſuch a Power, 
therefore it is mens duty to confeſs their ſins ; For,faith he, 
this only implies the uſefulneſs and efficacy of this Power if it 
le made u'e of ; as 1n Confirmation, none think them/eives 
damned if they do not uſe it thouzh it be wery uſeful ; and 
thcrefore he goes another way to work, viz. by joyning 
this precept and that of loving God and our ſelves together 
with it, But how doth this prove that a man ought to 
take this particular way 2 Truly, Scozus here ſhews 
his Sub:ilty. Suppoſe there be another way that is harder, 
and this be found more eafie, he thinks a man is bound io 
take the ſhorteſt and eaſieſt way, viz. by Confeſſion and 
Abſolution. | 
But for all this his heart did miſgive him, and he 
could not but ſee, that this proved nothing, unleſs this 
way of Confeſſion were fir{t proved to be a ſecure way. 
And therefore he puts th8 Caſe, that if it be not proved 
Ly theſe Words, it may be by S. James, Confeſs your faults 
cne toano'h:'r, No, faith he, this will not do;. for which 
he gives this Reaſon, that it holds no more for confeſſion 
to a Prieſt than to any other ; therefore, after all, he is 
willing to reſolve it into ſome auwritten Tradition, ſince 
there was no convincing evidence for it either in this or 
any other place of Scripture. Which ſhew'd they ran to 
Tradition, when they had nothing elle to fay. 
Bonaventure denies that Chriſt himſelf apprint-d tle 
Confeſhon of ſins ; for which he gives this reaton, /eft 7t 
ſhould prove an occaficn of ſinning; ne ex verbis Domini dare- 
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tur aliquibns recidivandi occaſio ; but afterwards he thinks 
the Apoſtles appointed it,and S. James publiſhed it ; which 
Scotus utterly denies.But to the place of $ Fohy, Bonaves. 
ture faith it was not enough to have it implied inthe Prieſt; 
Power, becauſe it being a harder duty than Abſolution, it 
requir d a more particular Command. Which was but rea. 
ſonably faid ; eſpecially when Be/Zarmin after others, 
urges, that it 7s one of the moſt grievous and burthenſome 
Precepts ; but his Inference from it is very mean, hat 
therefore it muſt have a divine Command to inforce it on 
the People ; but Bonaventure's Argument is much flron- 
ger, that it ought then to have been clearly expreſfed, 
But as to the Peopies yielding to it, other accounts are 
to be given of that afterwards. 

Alexander Hales obſerves, that if Chriſt had intended 
a command of Confeſſion, John 20. it would have been ex- 
preſſed to thoſe who are to confeſs, and not to thoſe who are 
to abſolve; as he did to thoſe who were to be baptized, 
John 3. Except a man be born of water, &c. /o Chrif 
would have ſaid, except a man confeſs his ſins, &C. and 
he gave the ſame Reaſons why Chrift did not himſelf inſtt- 
tute it, which Bonaventure oth, who uſed his very 
words. 

And now who could have imagined that the Coun- 
cil of Trent would have attempted to have made men 
believe that 7t was the ſenſe of the Univerſal Church that 
Chriſt in(tituted Confeſſion in John 20 2 when ſo many 
great Divines even of the Church of Rome fo exprelly dc- 
nied it ; as have made appear from themſelves. 


But now togive an account by what /eps and degrees 
and on what occaſions this Auricalar Confeſſion CAaMe 1Nto 
the Church, theſe things are to be conſidered. 


1.In 
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1. In-the firſt Ages, pu/lick, ſcandalous Cfenders after 
Baptiſm, were-by the Diſciplize of the Church brought 
to publick Penance; which was called Exomeloge/rs ; which 
originally ſignifies 48 4 And by this, Be/armin Bell. de Pzy, 
faith the Ancients urderſtood either Confeſſion alone, or © 3 © 5 
joyned with the other parts of Penance ; but Albaſpineus Albaſp. 08; 
ſhews, that it was ether taken for the whole courſe of |. 2. c. 26. 
pullick Penance, or for the laſt and ſolemn att of it, when 
the Biſhop led the Penitents from the entrance of the Church 
wp to the B'd 'Y of the Congregation, where they expreſſed 
their abhorrence of their faults in the moſt penitent manner, 
ly their Adtions as well as by Words. So that this was 
2 real and publick Declaration of their ſorrow tor-their 
ſins, and not a Yerbal or Auricular Confeſſion of them. 
The fame is owned by La Cerda. But Bozleau pretends 14 Cerda. 
that it had not this ſenſe rill after the Novatian Herejje "5 rap 
and the Death of Irenzus ; aud that before that time it Hiſt. Confeſ. 
ſanified Confeſſion according to the ſeuſe of the Word in — OW 
Scripture, This ſeems very ſtrange , when Baronius 
himſelf confeſſes, that Tertullian a/c s 7t for that parr of Baron. ad 
Penance which is called, Satisfation ; and Bellarmin grants hats 
it is ſo uſed both by 7ertulian and Irenzus ; when he 
faith the Woman fedaced by Marcus, afterwards ſpent her 1, |, ;. cc 
days in Exmologeſi, What ! in continual Confeſton of 
her ſn? No, but in Penitential: Acts for it; and fo 
Petavius underſtands it, both in /reneus and Tertullian ; Perav. Not. 
and he faith, zt did not conſiſt onely or principally in - - 
Words but. in Adtjons,. 7. e. it was nothing of kin to Ay- De 1a Penir. 
ricular Confeſſion, which is 2 part of Penance diſtin&t from 2/944 | 2- 
/atifaftion. And to make theſe the fame, were to con- © © © 
found the different parts of the Sacrament of Penance, as 


the Council of Trex doth diſtinguiſh them. 
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But beſides this, there were ſeveral other Circum/ay. 
ces, which do make an apparent difference betweer 
theſe Penitential Atts and the modern notion of Coy- 
feſſion. 

1. The Reaſon of them was different. For, as Rizal. 
tius obſerves, the penitential Rigour was takes up afrer 
great Numbers were admitted into the Church ; and x 
great diſhonour was brovght upon Chriſtianity by the 
looſeneſs or inconſtancy of thoſe who profeſſed it. There 
were ſuch in S. Pau/'s time in the Churches of Corinth, 
and elſewhere ; but although he gives Rules about ſuch, 
yet he mentions no other than avoiding or excommani- 
cating the guilty Perſons, and upon due Sorrow and Re- 
pentance receiving them in again ; but he impoſes no 
neceſſity of Pablick or Private Cenfeſſion in order to Re- 
miſſion; much leſs of every kind of mortal fin, though 
it be but the breach of the tenth Commandment, as the 
Council of Trent doth ; yet this haa been neceſſary in 
caſe he had thought, as that declares, that God will not 
forgive upon other terms. And fo much the rather, be- 
cauſe the Evangeli/ts had ſaid nothing of it ; and now 
Churches began to fill, it was abſolutely neceſſary for 
him to have declared it, if it were a neceſſary condi- 
tion of Pardon for fins after Baptiſm. Burt although the 
Apoſtles had given no Rules about it, yet the Chriſta 
Churches ſuffering ſo extremely by the Reproaches caſt 
upon them, they reſolved, as far as it was poſſible, to 
take care to prevent any ſcandalous Offences among them. 
To this end, the actions of all Perſons who profeſſed 
themſelves Chriſtians were narrowly watched ; and their 
faults, «ſpecially ſuch as were ſcandalus, complained of ; 
and then if they confeſſed them, or they were convicted 
of them, a ſevere and rigorous Diſcipline was to be under- 


gone by them before they were reſtored to — 
tha 
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that their Enemies might ſee how far the Chriſtians 
were from incouraging ſuch exormities as they Were ac- 
cuſed of. They were charged with 7-ye/tean Suppers and 
romiſcuous mixtures 5 Whereas, any Perſons among them 
who were guilty of Zomicide or Adultery were diſchar- 
oed their ſociety, and for a great while not admitted 
upon any terms ; and afterwards, upon very rigorous 
and ſevere terms. And beſides theſe, to preſerve the 
purity of their Religion. in times of Perſecution, they 
allowed no Compliance with the Gemntile /dcl.itry ; and 
any tendency to this', was looked upon as a degree of 
Apoſtaſie, and cenſured accordingly. And about theſe 
three ſorts of ſins the ſeverity of the Primitive Diſcipline 
was chiefly exerciſed ; which ſhews, that it proceeded 
upon quite different grounds from thoſe of the Council 
of Trent about Auricular Confeſſion. 

| 2. The method of proceeding was very different; for 
here was no zozzes quoties allow'd ; that men may fin, 
and confeſs, and be abſolved ; and then ſin the fame ſin 
again, and confeſs again, and receive Abſolution in the 
fame manner. The Primitive Church knew nothing of 
this way of dealing with Sinners upon Co-f'fjor. If they 


were admitted oxce to it that was all. So Pamelius him- pamel.wr. x, 
felt grants, and produces ſeveral Teſtimonies of Father, in Tert. ae. 
(or it; and ſo doth 4/baſpineus and Petavius. Dare any Albaſp bY. 
fy this is the ſenſe of the Church of Ro-ne about Cox L. 2.c. 5. 
feſion, that a man cannot be receiveda ſecond time to F&®: 
Confeſs and be abſolved from the ſame ſin? How then "06 at. 
can they pretend any fimil;tude between their Cox EPiph: c: 3: 
feſſion and the ancient Exomologe/ts ? Beſides, none ever ts 


received 4Z/elution from the ancient Church till full /a- 
1:faition performed, But in the Church of Rome, 44- 
/clution is given before Satisfaftion ; and although ſome 

have 
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have complained of this, as a great abuſe ; yet they have 
been ſharply anſwer'd, that zt is to call in queſtion the 
C:rndut of the Church for five hundred years ; and they 
may as well queſtion many other things, which depend Ups 
on the Authority of the Preſent Charch. 

3. The 021igation to Confeſſion is very different from 
what it was 1n the ancient Exomologe/;s. Now by the 
Dodtrine of the Church of Rome, a perſon looks on him- 
ſelf as bound in Conſcience to confeſs every Mortal fin, © 
but in the Ancient Church none can imagine that per. 
ſons were bound to undergo the Exomologe/is for every 
mortal ſin, there being no Penitextial Canons which did 
ever require it ; but they had reſpe& to ſome particular 
ſins, 'and the Penance was proportion'd to them. 

We ought to take notice of two things with reſpe& 
to the Diſcipline of the Ancient Church, which will ſhew 
the different notion it had of theſe things from what is 
now current in the Church of Rowe. 

1. That it did not exclude thoſe from all hopes of Sal- 
vation whom it excluded from Penance; as may be ſeen 
in the 7/;beritan Conncil, where many are wholly ſhut 
out from the Chxrch, whom we cannot think they 
thought uncapable of Salvation, From whence it fol- 
lows, that they did not look on Confeſſion and Abſolu- 
tion a5 n neceſſary condition of Salvation ; but now in 
the Church of Rome they allow Confeſſion to all, be- 
cauſe they think they cannot otherwife be in A ſtate of 
Salvation in an ordinary way. But in the Ancient Church 
they could not look on the defire of Confeſſion as neceſ- 
fary, for to what purpoſe ſhould they make that necef- 
fary when they denyed the thing > But in the Church of 
Rome, they make the defire neceſſary, becauſe they hold 


the thing it ſelf to be fo, if there be means to have it. 
| 2. That 
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>. That the Pexiten'ial Canons never extended in the 
Primitive Church to all thoſe fins which the Charch of 
Rome now accounts Mortal, and therefore neceſfary to 
he confeſſed. The Council of 7rent faith expreſly, they 
muſt confeſs omnia & fingula peccata mortalia—etiam ne prix. 
acculta——and an Anathema is denounced againſt him can. 7. 
that denies it to be neceſſary to Remiſlion of them. 
Now if we conſider their notion of mortal fas, we ſhall 
eaſily diſcern the vaſt difference between the Obligation 
to Confeſſion by the Council of Zrext,and by the old Pe- 
vitential Canons. For mortal! ſins are not only all Yo- 
luntary Acts committed againſt the known Laws of 
God, but againſt the Laws of the Church; and even ve- 
nial fins may become mortal by the Diſpoſition of the 
Perfon, and by other circumſtances, which the Caſuiſts 
ft down at large ; now the Council of 7rext doth ex- 
preſly oblige men, not only to relate the Ads them- 
ſelves, but al Circumſtances which change the &tind of Sin. 
And this is a racking the Conſciences ot Men far beyond 
whatever we find in the old Penitential Canons ; for, 
Petavins confelles that many fins now accounted mortal, Petav. nt, ad 
had no Penance appointed for them Ly the old Canons ; and 5P'PÞ 2-238. 
therefore I need not take any pains to prove it : If any 
one hatha mind to be ſatisfied, he may*©ſee it in Grego- 
ry Nyſſen's Canonical Epiſtle, where he owns that ſeve- greg. nys; 
ral of thoſe ſins, for which the Scripture excludes from Zpilt. ad Ler, 
the Kingdom of Heaven, have no Canonical Penance pre» © Þ®* 
ſcribed them by zhe ancient Canons of the Charch. Which 
_ a mighty difference from the Rule of the Council 
01 1rent, | 
The moſt plauſible place in Antiquity brought for all 
mortal fin, isthat of S. Cyprian, where he faith, that ſome Cypr. de top- 
orfeſed their very thoughts, though they had not ey a 
SI 2 ed 
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ed 10 afual fin. It is true, that he doth ſpeak of ſome 
ſuch ; but was it for fins of thought againſt the rey; 
Command ? No; but it is very plain, that he ſpeaks 
of that fin which was thought to imply a re:ouncing 
Chriſtianity , and S. Cyprzan elſewhere calls ſummun 


. deliftum, and the Sin ag 'inſt the Holy Ghoſt ; viz, con. 


ſenting to any A of gentile [dolatry ; and yet Saint 
Cyprian had much ado to perſwade thoſe who were 
actually guilty to ſubmit to due Penance for it ; but 
they obtained Tickets from the Confeſſors, and were ad- 
mitted to communion without undergoing the Dilci- 
fline of the Church, the conſequence whereof would 
be, that the Diſcipline would be loſt, and the Church 
over-run with Apoſtates; this makes S. Cyprian plead 
hard againſt ſuch praftices, and among other argyu- 
ments he u'es this of the great tenderneſs of ſome, who 
becauſe they had entertained ſuch thoughts of doing as 
others did, for their own fafety, they offered to unbur- 
then their Conſciences before them, and deſired remedy 
for mall Wounds; how much more ought they to con- 


| feſs their faults whoſe wounds are greater 2 This is the 


Cypr. Ep. 12. 


whole force of his reaſoning ; where the Thought and 
Act relate to the fame ſin; and that ſaid to be no {cis 
than denying Chriſt, and (inning againſt the Holy Ghoſt. 
But there is no parity in the caſe of other ſins ; which 
even S. Cyprian calls minora delifta, being againſt men 
immediately ; and there is no intimation in him that 
ever the thoughts of thoſe ſins were diſcovered, or that 
Perſons were under any obligation by the Rules of the 


Church to do it. 


2. Private Offenders were ſometimes adviſed in thoſe 


firſt Apes for the eaſe of their Conſciexces tomake Cor 
| fe 


for Auri cular C onfeſſion. 


ſon of their ſins; of which we ſee an inſtance as to 
the Practice in one Caſe in S. Cyprian's time. And Zer- 
'u/lian compares ſuch Perſons who avoid it, to thoſe who 
have ſuch ſecret Ulcers that they chuſe rather zo periſh 
than to diſcover them. Now in Caſes of this nature he 
adviſes to Conf-ſion and publick penitential As, that fo 
they may in the Judgment of the Church have the ſe- 
cret Wounds of their Conſciences healed. And this is 
that which Origen doth adviſe to in ſuch Caſes, zo ſeek 
out a wiſe ſpiritual Phyſician, and to make known his in- 


Orig. in Le- 


vit. Hm. 2. 


ward diſtkemper to him, aud to follow his advice and di- in Plal. 37. 


reflion, as to the Method of Cure. Now this we never 


Hom. Y. 


m Luc. Hom. 


oppoſe ; but the only Queſtion is, whether it be neceſ: 17. 


ary for all Perſons, and for every Mortal Sin, to make 
Confeſſion of it to the Prieſt, that it way be forgiven; and 
0rigen never once ſuppoſes this ; for he mentions ſeveral 
other ways for the Remiſſion of Sins aſter Baptiſm, by 
Martyrdom, by Alms, by forgiving and converting others, 
by great Lote to God, and in the laſt place he brings in 
this of a Laborious Penance and Confeſſion. Either the for- 
mer ways are ſufficient without this, or not; if. they are, 
then this is not neceſſary to the Remiſſion of all mortal 
Sins ; if not, to what purpoſe doth. he mention ſo many 
ways, when this one is ſufficient without them, and ail 


thoſe are inſufficient without this 2 For Bo:leau confelles, jp. cinfe: 
that no mortal fins according to them can be remitted, _— Co 5+. 


where there is not at leaſt the defire of this. But Origen 
ſhews the different. ways of obtaining Remiſſion, or elle 
he doth not anſwer the. difficulty ; which was, that the 
Jews had ſeveral ſorts of Sacrifices for the Expiation of 
Sins, to-which. we have none auſwerable uader the Goſpel, 
Tes, faith Origen, Baptiſm anſwers to one fort, Martyrdom 
to another, Alms to a third, &c, and laſt of all, Penance 
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to the Offering baked in the Frying Pan. From whence it 
is plain, that he looked on this as one particular wz 
proper to ſome Caſes, and not as a general Method for 
the Remiſſion of all mortal Sins. Bur he urges that Ori. 
gen quotes Scripture for the Confeſſion of Sins, as neceſſary, 
Hom. 2. i Pſal. 379. But what Scripture 2 Even the 
Words of the Pſalmiſt, 7 will confeſs my Tniquity. And 
was Confeſſion to a Prieſt neceſſary under the Law 2 How 
then can thoſe words prove it neceſlary under the Go- 
ſpel 2 Although therefore Or3ygen might think it very con. 
venientin ſome caſes for Pertents ro unload their Conſei- 
ences by Confeſſion to a Spiritual Phyfician,yet we find no 
proof of any neceſlity of it,as toall mortal Sins.It is confef- 
ſed, that publick Faults,either confeſſed or proved,had pub- 
lick Perance appointed for them by the Penitential Canonc; 
but Boileas, after Arnauld, pleads, that even ſecret Sins 
being mortal, were not thought remiſſible by the Reys of the 
Church, without publick Penance. But this can never be 
proved to have been the Dodtnne of the Ancient Charch, 
and it is unreaſonable to ſuppoſe ; for then, all Perſons 
muſt have undergone publick Penance who had any mor- 
tal Sin, and it muſt have been frequently born by the 
fame Perſons, both which are inconſiſtent with the 4»- 
cent Diſcipline. But they ſaw there was no other way 
to maintain the Neceſſity of Confeſſion, but by this. For 
they could find none but publick Penance, and that by 
the Peritential Canons was preſcribed only for ſome pat- 
ticular ſcandalous Sins ; and therefore they fanſied, that 
Perſons who committed other faults, were bound to con- 
feſs them privately, and to undergo publick Penance for 
them. Ido not deny, but ſome great Penitents, for fe- 
cret Faults,would of their own accord ſubmit to the pub- 
lick Diſcipline ; but this was a voluntary Ac in _ 
tha 
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that by this means they might aſſure themſelves the mcr2 
of the ſincerity of their own Repentance ; and it being 
ſoked on as an Act of ZZumility and Pietry, it made it 
50 down the better with Yoluntary Penitents. 


. For the fake of ſach Yoluntary Penitents 1n great 
Churches, whoſe Caſes required particular and private 
Examination and Direction, there was a Penitentiary ap- 
pointed, whoſe Offce it was to receive their Confe/ons, 
and to dire and order the Method of their Pexance. Of 
this we have a famous Inſtance in the Church of Con/tan- 

timple, in the time of Nefarins, about which ſo much 
pains hath been taken for different purpoſes. That which 
ems moſt probable to me, is, that the Penitentiary was 
appointed to examine and judge of ſuch Pexztentz21 Cauſes 
which were brought before him, (not being notorious, ) 
2nd togive ſentence according to the Canons; but eſpe- 
cially of Yoluntary Confeſſions of Perſons, whoſe Conlici-. 
ences were oppreſſed with the Guilt of Secret Sins ; and 
to thoſe he was to appoint Pexance without revealing . 
their Faults. Where the Facts were rotorious and ſcan- 
dalous, 1 ſuppoſe the ancient Diſcipline of the Church 
(part whereof is to be ſeen in the Canonical Epiſtles ) to 
have ſtill continued at Conſtavtinople, as well as in other 
Churches, Bur there were many private miſcarriages, 
wherein great Prudence and Judgment wasrequired,both 
to determine the Penance, and to manage it 1o, that it 
did not break out into an open Scandal. And for Caſes 
ofthis Nature the Penitentiary was appointed ; to whom 
all Perſons might reſort in private caſes, and open their 
Conſciences to him, and take his Directions how to per- 
form their Penitential Afts. So it was with that Perſon 


of Quality at Conſtantinople, who gave occaſion to = 
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aboliſhing the Ofice of Penitentiary, both there, and' in 
all the Eaſtern Churches, She firſt went to the Penirey. 
tiary, as a voluntary Penitent, and confeſſed her Faults 
to him, and took his dire&tions ; and while ſhe was per: 
forming her Penance in the Church, the Fact was com- 
mitted with the Deacon, which ſhe afterwards confeſſed 
to the Penitentiary, Who being enraged at the Deacon, 
in probability through his deſire to have him puniſhed, 
the Fatt came to be diſcovered, and the People to be 
highly offended - And it is not reaſonable to ſuppoſe 
that the Penitentzary put her upon a publick Confeſſion of 
her ſecret fault ; but that it came out by his means; and- 
therefore Nefarius thought fit no longer to put ſuch a 
Truſt into any Man's hand, which through his diſcovery 
might redound to the Diſhonour of the Church, as that 
did. 

What the effect was of aboliſhing this Office, is the 
great Queſtion, whether the taking away pablick or pri- 
vate Confeſſion, Tf the Hiſtorians may be believed, it was 
the Neceſſity of making any Confeſſion at all in ſecret ; for 
the Right of receiving ſuch Confeſſions, was devolved 
upon the Penizentiary ; therefore when his Office was 
put down, where the Caſe was not notorious, every one 
muſt be left to his own Conſcience ; and that both Socrates 
and Sozomen affirm was the conſequence of it. If only 
publick Confeſſion was taken away, as ſome imagine, a ſe- 
cret Confeſſion was ſtill continued, how was it poſlible tor 
the Z7i/torzans to miſtake the matter ſo groſly, by mi- 
king that the conſequence of it > For, is every Man left 
to his own Conſcience, where he is bound to go to Corfeſſcn 
before he partakes of the Euchariſt > And why ſhould 
publick Penance be taken away on this occaſion, where 


went 
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went to publick Penance upon her tormer Confeſſion, for 
then her Penance would not have cen done in the Church, 
but out of it, amon;; the Fenizents. - But as the former 
was voluntary, ſo was the latter too; for here was no 
Accuſer but her ſelf; and for what Reaſon ſhould publick 
and ſolemn Penance for notorious Crires,be taken away 
for the ſake of the diſcovery of a Secret Confeſion-Whether 
the puniſhment of the Deacon were the Occaſion of its 
coming out, or whatever it was, it ſeems evident to me, 
that ſhe was not obliged to any publick Confeſlion ; be- 
cauſe Sozomen faith, the Penitentiary was choſen for his 
Gravity, Silence and Wiſdom; but what Silence was 
there, if the Confeſtons were to be made p»4/ick, And 
on the other ſide, it is impoſſible to conceive, that if all 
Perſons were then obliged to confeſs all mortal Sins after 
Baptiſm, that one Pentirentzary ſhould | e ſufficient in fo 
vaſt a City as that of Con/tantinople was. Therefore I 
think it moſt probable, that the caſe of #o7orious and 
ſeandalous Offenders ſtood as it did, and fo continued in 
S. Chryſo/tom's time ; but this Office of Penitentiary re- 
ating to voluntary and ſecret Cfenders was taken away ; 
becauſe a greater Scanda/came to the Church by the dif- 
covery, When ſuch a publick Difgrace made the | act be- 
come notorious. And ſo this Act of Nectar-«s in taking 
away the Penitentiarys Office, and the .4pprobati:u 
of it by other Churches following the Example, evi- 
cently proves, that they did not louk on Corf. fron of ſe- 
cret Sins, as neceſlary to the Remiſſton of them. 


4 As the taking away the Penitentiary's Office ſhew- 
&d the Senſe of the Church at that time a, ainſt the Ne- 
cefity of Confeſſion 11 order to Pardon, ſo it did likewiſe 
1 order to the partaking of the Euchariſt. For Socrates 
faith, 
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faith, that Eudzmon gave that Counſel to NeQarius, that 

he ſhould remove the Penitentiary,and give every one leave 

to paſs Fadgment on himſelf in his own Conſcience, and ſo 11 

partake of the Myſteries. The ſame is affirmed by Sozo. 
mev. Which reſpeQs not the publick Diſcipline about 

Notorious Offenders,but the private Applications made by 

ſcrupulous Perſons and ſecret Offenders to the P-nitentia- 

ry in order to a right preparation for the Euchariſt, And 

it is very probable, that it was then believed by many, 
that they could not be duly fitted for that Sacrames?, un- 
leſs they had firſt unburthened their Con/ciences by a vo- 

luntary Confeſſion to the Penitentiary, and followed his 

Directions. But this Ofice being taken away, the Queſti- 
on now is, whether it were thought neceſſary to confeſs 
privately toany other 2 The Council of 7rext declares, 
that Sacramental Confeſſion is neceſſary to a worthy parta- 

king of the Euchariſt, to every one that is conſcious to him- 
[elf of any mortal fin ; and whoſoever holds the contrary is 
eclared excommunicate iplo facto. But theſe Hiſtorians 
plainly deny it, and they are juſtifted by S, Chry/o/tom, 
who ſpeaks to the very Cal: ; not about Catechumens, but 
ſuch as would fit themſelves for the ZZoly. Eucharift. And 
he ſeveral times declares, that a man needs not reveal his 
fins to any but to God aloxe, in order to it. Nothing can 
be more Emphatical than what he faith to that purpoſe. 
For this Cauſe S. Paul faith, Let a man 
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examin himſelf, and ſo let him eat of that 
Bread, and drink of that Cup; he doth 
not lay open the ſecret Ulcer ; he doth not 
bring the Accuſation into a Theatre ; he 
appoints no Witneſſes of thy Tranſgreſions ; 
paſs judgment within thine own Conſcience, 
there examin thy faults, and call thy ſelf 

to 
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Penit, Hom, 28. in 1 ad Corinth. 


offered. 
Ni leſt this ſhould be thought one of thoſe ſudden elo- 
nt heats which Petavies faith, are hardly capable of 
gud ſenſe, if too ſtrictly examined; we find him very 
cooly delivering the fame Doctrine in his Expoſition of 
thoſe words of S. Pau/. Than which nothing can be more 
inconſiſtent with the Do#trime and Prafice of the Church 
of Rome, Which makes Confeſſion of our Sins toa Prieſt 


a neceſſary Preparation for the Eacharift. Catharinas faith, cahar. cc. 
that if the Charch had not limited the time,yet every Per. jctan. p. 453, 


Jon would be bound to confeſs to a Prieſt,as often as he com- 
municated, And although he knew no mortal ſin by himſelf, 
yet be would deſerve the ſevereſt Cenſure for not confeſſing, 
becauſe he took upon himſelf to be his own Fudge: Can any 
thing be more contrary to S. Chry/oſtom than this 2 Boz- 
leau confeſſes, that S. Chryſoſtom doth not here refer at 
all to Confeſſion to a Prieſt; then it follows,that he thought 
tt not neceſſary to right participation of the Holy Eucha- 
riſt, Here he ſpeaks not of daily Examination of Con» 
ſcience by the faithful; but of the ſolemn Judgment of Con- 
ſcience by way of due Preparation ; and 1o juſtifies the 
ta of Nefarius in taking away the Penitentiaries Of- 
ice. But we are not to ſuppoſe fo great and fo zealous 

2 Man would have done it againſt his Conſcience, as he 

muſt, if he ſtill thought Confeſſon to a Prieſt neceſſary ; 
and he doth not fay, they need not go now to the Peniten- 

trary, but that they need not diſcloſe their ſins toany. 

Not to a multitude, or in a theatrical manner, as ſome ex- 
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pound it ; but ?9 noue but God, which excludes the know: 
ledge of a ſin_le Prieſt, as well as of a great number. 7 
n. ed not infiſt on the other places in S. Chry/oftom to 
that purpoſe, ſince theſe are ſufficient for my deſign. 

Caſſtan was a Diſciple of S. Chryſo/tom, and he ſuppoſes 
Confeſſion to God alone to be ſufjicient for Remiſſon of Sin, 
where mere m'deſty hinders men from confeſſing to mey, 
Boileau anſwers that he doth not ſpeak of Sacramental 
Lorfeſſron made to Prieſts ; but of an Aſcetick Confeſſion a- 
mong the M:nks. But he ſpeaks of a Confeſſion to God 
as ſufficient for Remiſſion of Sins, and therefore muſt ex- 
clude the Neceſjty of any other. 


5. Þfter the taking away the Penitentiary's Offce, the 
Publick Diſcipline of the Church, as to open and ſcand;- 
tous Offenders continued for ſome time in the Ezftery as 
well as the Weſtern Churches. No one ſpeaks more ful- 
ly to this than S. Chry/o/tom ; which makes me wonder 
at thoſe who ſay the pab/ic* Penance was taken away by 
Nettarins, for in his 82. Homily on S. Matthew, towards 
the Concluſion he inſifts very much upon it ; and not 
only charges the People not to come with their fins up- 
on them; but he ſpeaks to thoſe who miniſtred, 70 de- 
ny the Euchariff to open Offenders. And he faith, i 
would be charged as a great Fault upon them, if they knew 
ſuch and permitted them to communicate. But how ſtall 
we knew them 2 1 ſpeak not, faith he, of thoſe who are 
wot, But of thoſe who are known ; and if any ſuch did thruf 
themſelves in he bid them not be afraid to deny them ; 
and if they durſt not, he tells them, they ſhould bring 


-- phony 20 him, and he would rather loſe his life than 
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give that Sacrament to ſuch unworthy recetvers. 
he faith he ſpeaks of open and notorious Offenders. 
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ſhews plainly, that even S. Chry/o/t:m never thought the 

uBlick Diſcipline was changed ; ſince he declares fo 

mnuch Reſolution to maintain it. An{ this could not be 

ſpoken by him while he was a Pres/yter at Antioch , 

but after he came to the See of Con/tantino;le. There 

was no doubt ſome alteration as to the Penitenrs, after 

the taking away the Penitentzary ; but it was no more 

than his Office was concerned in. The old Penitential 

Canons remained ſtill in force and were execured: as Oc- 

caſion ſerved ; as appears by the Canons 1n Trullo fo long 

after S. Chryſo/ſtom's time which refer to them. If all th& 

pullick Diſcipline had been laid aſide fo long before, to 

what purpoſe do thoſe Biſhops ſpeak of them, as ifthey 

were {till in force 2 See Canon 44, 46, 53, 54, 87. In 

the laſt Canon indeed hey leave it to thoſe who had the 

Power of binding and looſing to temper the ſeverity of the 

Canons as they ſhould judge convenient ; but doth it hence 

follow, that the ancient Diſcipline as to publick Offex- 

ders was deſtroy'd 2 S. Chryſoſtom himſelf ſeveral times S. Chryl. in 
mentions thoſe who were in the ſtate of Penirents and Jt ome 
the Prayer that was made for them ; to What purpoſe, in In 2 Ep. a4 
aſethe whole Order of Penitents was taken away 2 He pm 2g, 
likewiſe ſpeaks of the charge for the Penitents to go out.ad -* 
What a mctery, were this, if there were no Publick Diſ- 

cipline then left > And leſt it ſhould be faid, that theſe 

things were ſaid by himat Antioch, before the fact of 
Nectarius, 1 have ſhew'd already that the latter Homilies 

on S. Matthew were made by him at Conſtantinople ; and 

n his Litergy there uſed the diſmiſſion of the Penitents 

Was continued, 


6. While the pab/ick Diſcip/ine was kept in the ſeve- 
ral Churches none were injoyned to undergo it , but 


open and publick Offenders. The Evidence being fo clear 
in 
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in Autiquity for the publick Penance of thoſe who were 
bound to give the Church /ſatisfattiee before they re. 
ceiv'd 4b/vlution trom it ; there was a neceſſity found 


by ſome learned Men of the Roman Communion to ſet up 


a new Zlypotheſis, viz. that by the Ancient Rules of th: 
Church all Perſons conſcious to themſelves of ſecret fins 
were bound to undergo publick Penance for the Remiſſion 
of their fins, The occaſion of the debate was this. Some 
in the Church of Rome held no more neceſſary in cif 
of mortal Sin to prepare men for Communion thay Con- 
feſſion to a Prieſt and Abſolution ; others ſaw the fatal 
Conſequence of this, and therefore -inſiſted on the Ne 
cefſity of Penance; both Pariies made 'their Appeal to 
the Ancient Church ; and both were miſtaken. For, on 
the one ſide, there was no ſuch Doctrine then held that 
Confeſſion and Abſolution did ſufficiently prepare Perſons 
for the Exchariſt ; and on the other, there was no good 
Evidence that any were enjoyned pxbl/ick Penance for (e 
cret faults. But in the Caſe of fuch ſins, the Confeſſion 
was left to God in Secret ; and a true and hearty Con- 
trition for them was thought the beſt as well as moſt 

neceſſary Preparation for the Euchariſt. 
Monſr. Arnauld faw well enough that without his 
Hypotheſis, it was impoſlible to prove the Neceſſity of 
Confeſſion in the Aucient Church ; tor he yields that the 
Church did not uſe the P.wer of the Xeys but in Pub- 
lick. Oa the the other hand, Peravius urges, that on the 
ſame Ground that they would reduce, as they pretended, 
the Ancient Diſcipline they muſt make- many other altera- 
tions in the Church, and ſo juſtifie the Reformers. But 
Monſr. Arnau/d was defective in his Proofs, as Petavius 
at large ſhews ; not when he proves that the Penance 
was publick ; but that all Perſons under mortal fins were 
bound to undergo it, For Petavius makes it _ 

t 
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that all ſuch as are accounted mortal fins in the modern 

ſenſe, were not then thought neceſſary to be expiated 

by pullick Penance ; but only ſuch as were zo/or/0%s 

and ſcandalous, and he at large anſwers all Monſr. 4r-' 5 < 2, &- 
rauld's Arguments. Notwithſtanding which Morizus yi 
took up Monſr. 4rnauld's Opinion, and without any ae panic. = 
colour charges it on 7heodore Archbiſhop of Canterbury, * 1% © 17: 
that he firſt in his Penitential appointed publick Penance 

tobe onely for publick Offences. But the learned Editor 

of the 4traft of Theodore's Penitential, hath fully vin- Theod, Via 
Þ. 61, (Fc. 


dicated him in this matter. : 
But after theſe, Boi/eau reſumes the Opinion of Monſr. 
Arnauld, and lays it for the Foundation of his Hiſtory 


of Auricular Confeſſion. But he grants, that all the ſo ig. confer: 
lemn and ceremonial Penance impoſed ty the Penitential Aric. c. 2, 
Canons did not extend to all kind of mortal fins, tut chief- 


ly to Idolatry, Adultery and Homicide; but this he in- 
iſs upon, that ſome part of this publick Penance, viz. Ex- 
dafion from the Communion was inflifked on Perſons guilty 


ef ſecret mortal ſins. But this will by no means do his 


buſineſs ; for he is to prove- that #o ſecret mortal fin corld 
be forgiven without Confeſſion to a Prieſt z and that all 
perfons were required by the ancient Church in caſe 


they were conſcious to themſelves of any ſuch fins, to - 


make them known, and to undergo publick Penance for 


them, before they could obtain Remiſſon . of them. We 


donot deny that Perſons under Trouble of Conſcience 


for ſecret ſins, were from time to time adviſed to reſort. 


to their Guides, to make known their Caſes to them , 
and to take their Diredions ; we do not deny that ſuch , 
Perſons might be required by fuch Guides to withdraw. 
themſelves from joyning in the moſt ſolemn As of pab- 


lick Communio till they had manifeſted the — of . 
CQELT :* 
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their Repentance, by Faſtin;, and Prayers, and other 
penitential As ; we do not deny, that ſome of theſe 
Perſons might either by Advice or of their own Accord 
joyn themſelves with the' pablick Penitents, as is wel 
known in the Caſe of Fabzola at Rome fo much magni. 
fied by S. Ferom ; but this 1s the thing we deſire to ſe 
proved, that no ſin whatſoever of a mortal nature (1 
it is defined in the Church of Rome) was then thought 
capable of Remiſſion by the penitential Ats of the Party, 
(eſpecially by true Contrition) without Confeſſion to 1 
Prieſt and Abſolution from him. And this is the true 


ſtate ofthe Caſe ; and I can find nothing produced by 


him to this purpoſe which deſerves to be confidered. 


7. As the publick Diſcipline declined, Perſons were ex- 
horted to make private Confeſſion of their ſins; if they 
could not be brought to pul lick Perance. Thence in the 
Greek Church came the Penitentia!s of Johannes Jejuna- 
tor (who firſt took upon himſelf the Title of Cecumeni- 
cal Patriarch in the time of Mauritius to the great Of- 
fence of the Biſhops of Rome.) and of ſome others after 
him. 

Morinus grants that there was a great alteration 1n the 
Greek Church about this matter ; he thinks it began with 
the buſineſs of the Penitentiary, but after the publick 
Diſcipline was diſuſed , inſtead of that, he faith , can? 


, 2.up a ſecret Confeſſion and Penance 5 which was left to the 


honeſty, and piety of the Penitent, and not required by 


any Canonical Authority among them ; and ſo he faith. 


it continued from the time of Ne#arius to this Cay, 35 
to the People. So that we have a plain Confeſſion from 
him , that there is no Rule in the Greek Church requt- 


rivg this ſecrer Confeſſron of Sins in order to the m_ 
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nefs of them. But it 1s obſervable concerning the mo- 
dern Greeks, that if Perſons do make Confe/11 among 
them, they think themſelves obliged to keep to the old 
Penitential Canons, and blame Foh. Jejunater for rece: 
ding from them ; for Simeon of Theſſa/onica ſaith, they 
had them from the Fathers, and the Fathers by Trad:i- 
tion down from the Apoſitgs. But although they are there- 
in miſtaken, yet they ſhew how difterent their 7rad. tion 
is from that of the Roman Church, which thinks it ſelf 
under no ſuch obligation, but allows 4&/o/uri0u to be 
granted upon Confeſſion,, and a right of Communion 
without Penance performed, for which there is no co- 
lour, as to any ancient Tradition either of the Ea/ters or 
Weftern Church. | 

In the Weſtern Church we find the publick Diſcipline 
fallen to decay in the beginning of the ninth Age, and 
Charles the Great ſummoning ſeveral Councils he put- 
ting things into as good an Order as they would then 
bear. In the ſecond Comncil of Cavaillon, 4. D. 813. 
we find a Complaint, Can. 25. that the old Canonical 
Penance was generally diſuſed; and neither the ancient 
Order of Excommunicating .or Abſolving was obſcrved. 
Which is a plain and ingenuous acknow'edgmert that 


they had gone off from the ancient Tradition of the 


Church; and therefore they pray the Emperor's 
Aſſiſtance, that the publick Diſcipline might be reſt-red 
for publick Offenders, and th? ancient Canons be brought 
1ntouſe again. From whence it follows, that at that time 
ntorious Offenders eſcaped with private Confeſſion and Pe- 
naice ; and even that was done by halves, cay. 32. and 
lome thought it not neceſſary to do it at all, cav. 33- 
And upon this Occaſion, they do not declare it necetla- 
ry for the Remiſion of Sins to confeſs even the moſt ſe- 
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cret mortal Sins to a Prieſt ; but very fairly fay, haz 
both are «ſe/ul ; for Confeſſion ro God purgeth the Sin; and 
to the Prieſt, teaches men how their fins may be purged. 
For God who is the Author and giver of Health, giveth 
it often by the Inv fibl: Operation of his Power, and often 
'y the means of Phyſicians. 

Boileau yields, that there were ſome then in the Roman 
Church,who denied Confeſſion to Men to be neceſſary, but he 
ſaith,they were 4dverſaries and Rebels. This had been a 
good Anſwer,if the Council had called them ſ6; which it 
doth not, but on the contrary declares, *hat God doth of- 
ten forgive fin immediately without the Prieſts Interpoſi- 
tion, or elſe the latter Clauſe ſignifies nothing. andthe 
molt it ſaith before, is, 7hat Confeſſion to a Prieſt is uſeful 
in the Church ; which 1s not the the thing diſputed by us, 
but the Neceſfity of it ; and his Critical Obſervations of 
Ctrumque ſignifie juſt nothing, unleſs he had proved that 
the Council had tefore faid that both were neceſlary, 
which it doth not. He doth not deny, that the Opinion 
of the Sufficiency of Confeſſion to God alone did continue in 
the Church to the time of the Council of Lateran, and that 
it cave Occaſion to the Canon, which enforced the Neceſſity 
of Confeſſion to a Prieſt ; but he adds, that learned andpi- 
6as Men may have falſe Opinions Lefore the Judgment of 
the Church. So that at laſt we find 2niver/al Tradition 
is given up, and the Neceſſity of Auricular Confeſſon is 
reſolved into the Authority of the Roman Churches Dett 
nition, or rather, the Pope's Declaration of it, either with 
or without the Conſent of the Lareran Council. But he 
faith, 7he Fathers did not ſpeak ſo exatlly of the Trinity be- 
fore the Council of Nice ; nor the Greek Fathers of Grace and 
Predeſt ination before S. Auguſtin. If this be true,1t 15 impot- 


{ible to prove either of rhoſe great Points merely - mg 
| Ing 


for Auricular Confeſſion. 147 
Jition ; for thoſe Fathers either delivered the ſenſe of the 

Church, or they did not ; if they delivered the ſenſe of 

the Church, then either the ſenſe of the Church was 
doubtful, or they did not underſtand it ; if the ſenſe of 

the Church were doubtful, then it is plain thoſe Doc- 

trines could not be proved by Tradition ; if the ſenſe of 

the Church were not doubtful, but the Fathers did not 
anderſtand it, then how 1s it poſſible that the Churches 
Tradition ſhould be an afal/ible Guide, when even the 

Fathers ofthe Church were miſtaken about it > But I 

have ſufficiently proved, that not only before, but even 

after the Council of Lateran there was no Vniverſal Tra- 

dition for the Neceſſity of Auricular Confeſſion. 
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A CATH I. 0O0GUE of j=me BOOH#KS Printed for 
Henry Mortlock,at the Phenix in S,Paul's Church-Yarg, 
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A* ational Acccunt of rhe Grounds of Proreftant Religicn,being a Vindication 
of the Lord Archbiſhop of Canterbury's Relation of a Conference7yc, from 
the pretended Anſwer by T. C.Wherein the True Grounds of Faith are cleared 
and the Falte diſcovered;the Church of England vindicated from the Impu ai- 
on of Sciſm; and the moſt important particular Controverfie between us and 
thoſe of the Church of Rome throuphly examined : By Edward Stillang fleet, D, 
D. and Dean of S. Paul's, Folio. the Second Edition. : 

Orizines Britiannice : Or the Antiquity of che Britiſh Churches, with a Preface 
concernirg ſome precended Antiquities relating to Br7tarn,in vindication of the 
Biſhop of S. Aſaph. by Edward Stillingfleet D. D. Dean of S. Paul's, Folio, 

The Rule of Faith: Or an Anſwer to the Treatiſe of Mr. F.S, entituled, Sw: 
fortinz,toc.hy Fohn Tillorſon D. D. ro which 1s adjoyned, A Reply-to Mr. 7.s.s 
third Appendix. 0c. by Edward Stillingfleet, D. D, 

A Letter to Mr.G.giving a true Account ct a late Conference at the D,eff's, 

A ſecond Letter to Mr. G. in anſwer to two Letters lately publiſhed con- 
cerning the Conference art the D. of P's, 

Veteres Vindicati : In an Expoſtulary Letter to Mr. Sclatey of Putney, npon his 
Conſenſus Veterum,&c, wherein the abſurdity of his Method, and the weaknek 
of his Reaſons are ſhewn ; His falſe Aſperfions upon the Church of Enyland are 
wiped oF, and her Faith concerning rhe Eucharift proved to be that of the 
primi.ive Church : Together with Animadverſtons on Dean Bojleau's French 
cranſ1:tion of, and Remarks upon Bertram. 

An Anſwer to the Compiler of Nubes Teſtium : Wherein is ſhewn,That Anti- 
quiry {inrelation to the Points in Controverſie ſer down by him) did not for 
the tilt five hundred Years Believe, Teach and Praatice as the Church of Rome 
dorh ar preſenr Believe, Teach and Pra&ice ; rogether with a Vindication of 
Veteres Vindicati from the late weak and difingenuous Artemprs of the Author 
of Tranſubſtantiation Defended by the Author of the Anſiver ro Mr. Sclater of 
Putney, 

A Letter to Father Lewis Sabran Jeſuit, in anſwer ro his Letter to a Peer of 
the Church of Enz/and ; wherein the Poſtſcript ro the Anſwer to the Nutes 
Te:ftium, 1s Vindicated, and Father Sabran's Miſtakes farther diſcovered, 

A ſecond Letter to Father Lewis Sabran Jeſuir, in Anſwer to his Reply; | 

A Vindication of the Principles of the Author of che Anſwer to the Compt- 
ler of Nubes Teſtium in aniwer to a late prerended Lerrer from a Dilſenter t0 
the Divines of che Church of England, 

Scripture and Tradition Cumpared,in a Sermon preached atGuild- Hall-Chape! 
N1.27.1687.by Edward Stiling fleet D, D. Dean of S.Paul's,thE ſecond Edition. 

A Diſcourie concerning the Nature and Grounds of the Cerrainry of Faith, 
Anſwer co F.S. his Cacholick Letrers. by Edward Stilling fect, D. D. Dean of 
Se. Paul's, 

An Hiſtorical Examination of the Authority of Genera! Councils, ſheving 
the f.lſe Dealing that hath been uſed in the publiſhing of chem, and che Diftc- 
rence amongl(t rhe Papiſts themſelves about their Number. The ſecond Edition 
with Correction: and Alterations, 
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In Anſwer to ſome late Paſſages of J. W. 
of the Society of Jeſus, concerning the 
Prohibition of Scripture in Vulgar 
Languages by the Council of Trent. 


Ince the Publication of the foregoing Book, I have 
G met with a Reflexion upon it made by F. WW. in the 
Preface to a Treatiſe lately Reprinted by him. 
Wherein, he obſerves that a great part of the Objettions 
made againſt them are either grounded on miſtakes, or 
touch points of Diſcipline not of Faith, which alone they 
are bound to defend, This laſt Clauſe I could not but 
wonder at, ſince the new Title of his Book is, 4 Defence 
of the Dottrine and Holy Rites of the Roman Catholick 
Church, &c. Why ſhould Z W. take ſuch needleſs pains 
to defend rhe Rites of the Church, if they are bound to 
detend nothing but Points of Faith ? I had thought the 
Honour and Authority of the Church had been concer- 
ned in its Commands and Prohibitions, as well as in its 
Definitions 
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Definitions and Decrees. And although it be not Pre= 
tended, that the Church 1s Infallible in Matters of Dic 
cipline ; yet it is a ſtrong Prejudice againſt any pretence 
to Infallibility. in a Church, if it be found to err notoriouſly 
in any thing of general Concernment to the Catholick 
Church. 

But how comes my late Book to be made an Example 
As for inſtance, (ſaith he) 7 find\ in'a Book newly Pub. 
liſhed, with this Title, The Council of Trent Examind 
and Diſprov'd by Catholick Tradition, zhat for 15 Pages 
together Dr. St. labours to prove that there is no Catholick 
Tradition againſt Tranſlating Scripture into Vulgar Langua- 
ges. Whereas expreſly ſay, that the Prohibition of reading. 
the Scripture ſo tranſlated without a particular Licenſe, 
was that which I undertook to ſhew could not be juſti- 
fied by any Catholick Tradition ; And that there was a 
General Conſent of the Catholick Church, not merely for 
the Tranſlations of Scripture into Vulgar Languages, but 
for the free uſe of them by the People. Which I made 
out by theſe Particulars, 


I. That where-ever the Chriſtian Religion prevailed, 
the Scripture was Tranſlated into the Vulgar Language 
tor the Peoples benefit. Which I proved from the Ancient 
Ttalick Verſions before St. Ferom's time, the Gothick, Per- 
flan, Armenian, Syriack, Coptick and Aithiopick Tranſlati- 
ons ; without rhe leaſt prohibition of the Common uſe 
of them. | 


2. That where a Language grew into Diſuſe among 
the People there the Scripture was Tranſlated into the 
Tongue which was better underſtood. And for this 
F initanced in the Arabick Yerfrons after the pony 
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of the Saracens in the Eaſtern'and Southern Parts, and 
after the Moors coming into Spazrn. | 


3. That even after the Primitive Times, Chriſtian 
Princes and Biſhops did take Care that the People ſhould 
rexd the Scriptures in their own Language. For Princes, 
I inſtanced in Ludovicus Pius and Alfred ; for Bilbops, 
in Waldo Biſhop of Freſing, Methodius and Cyril}, &e. 


4. That the Pope himſelf in the gth Century did 
approve of it; and for a Reaſon common to all times 
and Churches, viz. that 4/4 People and Languages were to 


praiſe God, and that God himſelf had ſo-commanded. 


5. That Gregory VII. was the firſt Perſon who for- 
bad the uſe of Scripture and Divine Offices in the Vulgar 
Tongue, and was not aſhamed to own that the Church 
faw cauſe to alter ſeveral things from what they were 
in the Primitive Church. 


6. That upon the ſetting up the Inquiſition by 7v- 
nocent TIT. this Prohibition took place in France and 
vain, and other Places. 


7. That ſome noted Divines of the Church of Rome 
nave highly commended it ; and faid that the taking of 


it away would be pernicious and deſtructive to Faith and 
Devotion. 


9. That the Prohibition in the Church of Rome is built 
on the Authority of the Council of Treut, which appoin- 


ted the Zydex to be made, in which the fourth Rule for- 
bids all Perſons the 


uſe of the Scripture in the Vulgar 
X 2 Tongue 
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Tongue without a particular Licenſe, and whoſoeyer 
preſumes to doe it is to be denied Abſolution, 


9. From hence it follows, that the Comncil of Trent is 
evidently diſproved, as to Cartholick Tradition , for any 
Foundation of ſuch a Prohibition. | 

And what now faith F.W. againſt all this? Z7e woull 
gladly know againſt whom 7 diſpute. Againſt F.S. and al 
ſuch who would make the World believe the Council of 

Trent did proceed upon Catholick Tradition. To prove 

| Tam miſtaken, he tells me 7 his 67h Chap. I may fiud av 
Account of ſeveral new Tranſlations of Scripture into ul. 
gar Tongues, made by Catholicks and approved in the Ry- 
man Church. Then he mentions an Engliſh Tranſlation 
made by the Rhemiſh and Doway Colleges; and in Frenc) 

by the Doftours of Lovain; and ſome others. What now 

follows from hence? Is it any Miſtake in me to fay, 
There was ſuch a Prohibition of Reading the Scripture 
in the Church of Rowe, and inforced by the Rule made 
by Appointment of the Council of 7rent2 This had 
been indeed to the purpoſe if it could have been proved, 
I do not deny, that there have been ſuch 7ranſlations 
made, where it was found impoſiible to hinder all Tras/- 
lations ; and the uſe of them have been connived at or 

allow'd to ſome particular perſons, whom they were - 
therwife ſecure of But ſuch Tranſlations are like the 

Galeniſts allowing fome Chymical Medicines to their Pa: 

rients ; they declare againſt their uſe as dangerous; but 

:f the Patient will have them, then pray take them oi 

my Apothecary, who is a very honeſt man and prepares 

. miſchievous Medicines better than another. This is jult 
the Cafe of the Church of Rome, as to Tranſlations 0 
Scripture ; If we ask their Opinion in general, whether 
Tranflatzons 
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Tranſlations be allowable or not, their Anſwer hath been 
formerly very free and open, by no means; for they are 
very dangerous and miſchievous things. And here be- 
ſides thoſe I have already mentioned, I could produce 
many more to the ſame purpoſe. But alas! theſe men 
lived before the Age of Miſ-repreſenting and £xpounding. 
Now all is Miſtake on our fide, and fa//ibility on theirs. 
We cannot for our hearts underſtand their DoCtrines or 
Practices aright, although we take never fo much pains 
and care to doe it. One would think by the preſent way 
of dealing with us, that the Church of Rome were like 


the New Name on. the White Stone, which no man knows apoc. 2. 17, 


but he that hath it ; and ſo it were impoſlible for any 
elſe to underſtand it , but ſuch as are in it. I thought 
my felf pretty ſecure from Miftaking, when I pitched on 
the Council of Trent for my Guide. But it ſeems, I am 


miſtaken here too : How ſo? Did not the Connc:/ of Trent 


appoint the Congregation of the Zzdex at firſt, Sefſ. 18? 
Did it not own that the Matters of it were prepared be- 
fore its Diſſolution 2 And if there were a Prohibition of 
the free uſe of the Scripture in Vulgar Languages by the 
Rules of the Zadex, 1s not the Council ot 7rent juſtly 
chargeable with that Prohibition 2 Eſpecially when the 
Title in the Rowan Edition is Regale Indicis Sacroſanit e 
Smodi Tridentine juſſu edite. 
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Jacob. Ledeſma was one of the ſame 
Society with F. I. and he frankly owns 
the Prohibition of reading the Scripture, 
made by the Rule of the /ndex, to have 
been done by the Authority of the Coun- 
cil of Trent. 


Accedit ad hoe, Incuptetiſſimunt 
Teftimonium, atque Decretum ex 
Indice libroram prohibitorum per 
Patres 2 Tridentina Synodo deletios 
conſeripto &F Authoritate San#tjſ. D. 
noſtr? Pil 4. P. M. comprobato Regu- 
la. 4+ Jac. Ledeſma. De Divine 
Script.quavis lingua non legend. C51» 


The Facultyat Parisinthe Articles ſent to Gregory XIIT. 
a2anſt the Tranſlation of Reve Benoit ; ſeveral times 


own 


own the Rules of the Index as done by the Council of 
Trent. Quacunque Authoritate transferantur in Vulgarem 
linguam Biblia & edautur , wvetat idem facroſani&ym 
Concilium ea paſſim ſine diſcrimine permitts. 
The fame Ledeſma goes farther, and vouches the Ay. 
thority of the Council of Z7rext in this matter, from the 
Decree Seſſ. 23. c. 8. where it forbids all the Parts of the 
Maſs to be in the Vulgar Tongue. Which could not be 
reaſonable, if the Scripture were allowed to be tranſlated. 
Aiphonſ. a AJphonſus 4 Caſtro, thinks the caſe fo alike, that a pro- 
aaerocke og hikition of one amounts 10 a prohibition of the other ti, 
1. 3.6, becauſe the greater Part of the Ofice is taken out of the 
Scriptures, and if the Scripture may be tranſlated, he ſaith, 
it muſt follow that Divine Ofices ought to be in the wul- 
gar Tongue. But to return to the /ndex. 
The Congregation. of the /xdex was (as is faid) e- 
ſlabliſhed by the Coarci/ in the 18. Seftox as the Coun- 
Cil it felf owns in the laſt Seſſion; and withall, that the 
Cnctl. T1134 Rules of it were then formed, but becauſe of the multi- 
"I 25-015 elicity and variety of the Books, the matter of the Tidex 
was referred to the Pope, and to be publiſhed by his A4u- 
tharity, as likewiſe the Catechiſm, Mifſal and Breviary. 
So that the Rules of the Tudex have the fame Authority 
in the Charch of Reme with the Roman Catechiſm, Miſal 
a) Quod In- 1 Brewary. 
dice (F Regus ; : : 
lir conſefliezer Pius IV. in his Bull, when he firſt fet forth the n- 
Parres a Ge- ex A. D. 1564. owns that it was finiſhed by the Fathers 
neral: Synod . : , 
Tridentina de- appointed by the Council of Trent, but it was remitted 
leetos fanci- to im by the Council, that it might be approved by him 
96h ve , and publiſhed by his Authority. And he ftriftly commands 
Tridentino- the Rules of it to be obſerved under pain of Mortal Sin ; 
okay he and Fxcommunication, iÞſo jure. Aﬀter him Clement VIII. 
pradifis de= 40 his (a) 7n/truftions about the Rules of the Index owns 
creta ſunt, h them 
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them tobe made by the Fathers of the Council of Trent, 
And the fame Pope 1s ſo tar from renewing the Power 
of granting Licenſes to read the Scripture in the vulgar 
Languages, thathe declares againſt them. For by the 47 
Rule of the [ndex, the Ordinary and Inquiſitor by the 
Advice of the Pariſh Prieſt or Confeſſor might permit Per- 
ſins to read the Bible in the wulgar Language, ſo the 
Trauſlation were made by Catholick Authours ; and it was 
apprehended by ſome, that the new Printing the Ru/e 
might be giving. new Authority to Biſhops and Inqui- 
ſtors to grant Licenſes, theretore the Pope declares a- 
painſt it ; and faith it was contrary to the Command and 
yſe of the Roman Church and Inquiſition, which ought to be 
molably obſerved. In purſuance of this we find in 
the Reman Index of prohibited Books, theſe words, Bib- 
lia vulgari quocungue idiomate conſcripta ;.1. e. All Bibles 
in vulgar Languages are prohitited. Therefore I cannot 
underſtand how the giving Licenſe to Perſons fince the 
Declaration of Clemens VIIE. is conſiſtent with the Duty 
which Perſons: of that Communion owe to the Author i- 
ty of the Roman See, unleſs they can produce a Revoca- 
101 of the Bu of Clemens VIIT. and fome latter Explica- 
tions of the fourth Rule which take away the force of 
[1.5 But inſtead of that, Alexander VII. who publiſhed 
tne /ndex again, after Clement VIII. owns that the firſt 


Index was made by Authority of the Council of Trent : Qui ſacriſanc- 
nd it is obſervable that in his Bull 4. D. 1664. he not 5, £70. 


onely prefixes the Rules of the Tndex, but the Obſerva- auttricare 
0s and Tnſtruttion of Clement VIII. and confirms all by 7%" 


ls Apoſtolical authority ; and injoyns the punCtual Ob- 
ſervation of the Orders contained therein inviolably ; un- 
= the ſame pains which were expreſſed in the Bull of 

u IV. Therefore as far as I can underſtand, the Fa- 
culty 
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culty of granting Licenſes to reade the Tranſlations of 
the Bible is taken away as far as the Pope's authority 


can doe it. 


To what purpoſe then are we told of ſome modery 
Tranſlations, as long, as the uſe of them is forbidden þ 
the Pope's Authority 2 And no Ordinaries can haye 
Authority to grant Licenſes againſt the Popes folemn 
Declaration to the contrary ; nor can any of that Com: 
munion with good Conſcience make uſe of them. 

But I am told there are Tranſlations approved in the 


Roman Church. 


By whom have they been approves? 


By the Pope, or the Congregation of the Index? I d 
not find any ſuch Approbation given to any of them. 
But on the contrary even in France, ſuch 7rau/latings 
have been vehemently oppoſed by the Biſhops and 
Divines there, as being repugnant to the Senſe of the Rs- 
man Church. And this is apparent by a Book publs 
ſhed by Order of the Ga//ican Clergy, A. D. 1661. Where- 


# quibus pateat fuiſſe ſemper com- 
munem (3 unanimem Orthodoxorum 
omnium ſenſum ac uſum;, dtvinos 
Libros ac Officia Eccleſiaſtica, ver- 
naculo Idiomate neutiquam redden- 
di; utpote Chriſtiane Reipubl. dam- 
noſum, ac rudibus &F imperitis ſcan- 
aali occaſionem prabens. Colletro 
 Auttorum Verſion. wvulg. damnant. 
Monit, ad Letter, 


in it is ſaid that 7t was the commin and 
unanimous Senſe and Praftice of all Or. 
thodox Perſons, that neither the Scrip- 
tures nor divine Offices ought to be put 
into Vulgar Languages, it being injuri- 
ous to the Chriſtian Church, and giving 
Occaſion of Offence to the weak and un- 
learned. How then can we imagine 
that ſuch 7ran/lations ſhould not onely 
be allowed but approved among them? 


And beſides the entire Treatifes there colle&ed againſt 
them, of Card. Hofius, Lizetius, Spiritus Roterus, Lt: 
deſma, &c. and the Fragments and Teſtimonies of ſeve- 
ral others; we have a particular account of the procee- 


dings of the Sorbox as to this matter, 


In 
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In the Cenſure of Eraſmus, Dec. 17. 1527. the Sorbou 
declared Vulgar Tranſlations of Scripture to be dangerous 
and pernicious. 

The like Declaration had been made before 4.D. r 525. 
and that all Tranſlations of the Bible, or of the Parts 
thereof ought rather to be ſuppreſſed than tolerated. 

A. D. 1607. The Faculty again declared, that it did 
wt approve any Tranſlations of Scripture into the Vulgar 
Language. 

But F. W. inſtances p. 26. in ſome Tranſlations that 
have been approved ; as a French Tranſlation by the Doc- 
tours of Lovain, But 1n the French Co/lettion before men- 
tiond, I find, that A.D. 1620. Dec. r. a debate aroſe 
in the Faculty at Lovain about it ; and the Faculty decla- 
red that it by no means approved of zt. 

Another is of Rene Benoit; which was ſo far from 
being approved, that it was firſt condemned by the Fa- 
culty at Paris, and then ſent to Rome to be condemned 
by the Pope ; which was effeCftually done ; and Grego- 
ry XITI. direted his Bull to the Faculty 
of Divinity in Pars, Nov. 3. A.D. 1575. 


Tranſlation, and rejed it with an Aua- 
thema, | 

And yet this very Tranſlation of Rene Benoit is one of 
thoſe made by Catholicks and approved in the Roman 
Church; which F. W. refers me to. One of us two muſt 
needs be under a great Miſtake, but to whom it belongs 
| leave the Reader to determin. 

The ſenſe of the Ga//ican Clergy in this matter doth 
fully appear by the Repreſentation which they ſent to 4- 
{exander VII. about the 7; ran(lation of the Miſſal into 
French, Which was done by Yoifin a Doftour of the Fa- 

Y oy c ulty, 
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ealty, and was publiſhed at Paris by the Permiſſion of 
Cardinal de Retz Archbiſhop there, and had the Appro. 
bation of ſome Doctours of the Sorbom. The reſt of the 
Biſhops and Clergy highly reſented this matter, and af. 
ſembled together to conſult about it, Mov. 29, 1669, 
where they propoſed two things to be conſidered, x, The 
matter of Right, whether fuch a Tranſlation were to be 
permitted or not. 2. The-matter of Fact, whether this 
were a good Traniiation or noi. 'The debate was ad- 
Journed to Dec. 3- and from thence to the 7th on which 
they came to 2 Reſolution to ſuppreſs it. And a Circy- 
lar Letter was ſent to all the Biſhops to forbid the uſe 
of it under pain of Excommunication ; and the Ning de- 
ſired to interpoſe lits Authority init. Dec.g. they apreed 
to fend an account of the whole matter tothe Popein the 
name of the Ga//rcan Clergy ; wherein they declare their 

oreat diflike of it, as contrary to the Cuſton 


Tam omnin) amprobans tan" of the Charch, and as pernicious to the Souls 
guam ab Eccl-[is corſuetudine alice "M1 A Ag ke Bod Fo rheviiy 
nam, nec niſt cum ingent! antina- of Men. And 1n the Bo y Ot if, tNeV 25 


rum pernicie conjundtam. that they laok on the Tran [lations of Seripe 


ture iato wulzar Languages os the great 
ccafion of the Northera Herejies; and quote Vincentius 
Lerinenſis, ſaying that the Scripture is the Book of He- 
reticks. And after add, that they had ſeit to the Pipe 
their Condemnation of all Tranſlations of Scripture and 
Divine Ofices iato the Vulgar Languages. T iis was fub- 
icribed by the General Aſſembly of the Clergy, Jan. 7. 
IGGT, 

The Pope ſent a Brief in Anſwer, which was received 
Fed. 25. wherein he very Tragically complains 7hat ſome 
Sons of Perdition in France had to the ruine of Souls, and 
7 Contempt of the Churches Laws and Fradce, arrived 
te that degree of madneſs as to tranſlate the Roman MY 
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{/ jne2 French. And he charges the doing of it not one- 
Ir with Novelty, but Diſobedience, Sedition, Schiſm, &:c. 
ind declares that he abhorred and deteſted it ; and for 
ey2r damned , reprobated and forbad it , under pain of 
Fxcommunication ; and requires all Perſons to deliver up 
+h2ir Books to the ſeveral Ordinaries that they might be 
barnt. 

I now defire F. W. to inform me whether we are 
bound to believe that in France Tranſlations of Scriptare 
into the vulgar Language are allowed and approved? 1 
am really fo unwilling to m//take, that I take the beſt 
care | can to be rightly informed. I have no deſign eti- 
ther to deceive others, or to be deceived my felt ; and 
therefore have not truſted to ſecond-hand Evidence ; but 
ſearched and conſidered the Authours themſelves, whoſe 
Teſtimonies I rely upon. I am certain I have failen in- 
to no willull miſtake, but have truly and impartially 
ſtated things according to the cleareſt Evidence I could 
find; andtherefore | think it fome what hard tobe told,zhat 
tur 0bjetions are grounded on Miſtakes, andeſpecially as to 
this matter about the Prohibition of reading Scripture in 
the Valzar Language ; for I hope I have made it appear 
not onely that chere is ſuch a Prov!47tzon but that 1t 1s 
tounded on the Authority of the Council of Trent. 

And if it be ſo, then 1t ſerves my main deſign, viz. to 
prove that it went off from Catholic Tradition, for if 
there were ſo many Tranſlations ot o'd without the 
[caſt prohibition, and there be ſince the Council of Trent, 
lo fevere a one, backed with the Pope's Authority, 
here muſt be a very great change in Tradition. . For 


| 

titat 1s accounted pernicious and miſchievous to the Souls 

of men, which before was accounted uſefull and benefi- 

cal to them. If the Phyſicians in one Age ſhould 
» £2 condemn 
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condemn the common Reading of ZZ7ippocrates ang 
Gatex as deſtruftive to the Health of mens bodies 
which thoſe of former Ages extremely commendeq 
would not any one ſay, there was a great Change ” 
the Opinions of Phyſicians, and that they did by no 
means hold to the Judgment of thoſe before them» 
Tf the common Lawyers ſhould now fay Lztleroy's Te. 
ures is a Book very unfit to be read by young Lawyer 
that it fills their heads with ſeditious and dangerous 
Principles, and therefore ought to be taken out of their 
hands; would not any one fay, here is a wonderfy!| 
Change, for no ſuch thing was ever apprehended be 
fore, but the Book was thought very uſefull and pro. 
per to inſtru& Students in ſome fundamental Points of 
the Law 2 

When Manna was rained from Feaven in theWi.. 
derneſs for 40. years, and for 3o. of them every man 
gathered his own ſhare and proportion, and ate of it 
as he ſaw cauſe ; would it not have been thought a 
ſtrange alteration among them , if after 3o. years 


ſett of Phyſicians ſhould have riſen up and told the I 


People © it was true, Mauna was Angels food, but if 
* they had not great care in -the taking it, and uſed 
<« 1t promiſcuoully, it would turn them to Des ; or 
* at leaſt it would fill them with ſuch diſtempers, as 
** they would never be able to reach to Canaan? This 
might be pretended to be great Care and Tendernek 
of them, in theſe new Phy/iczans ; but on the other ſide, 
they would tell them, © they had done very well with 
* their eating Manna for 30. years together ; and there 
* had been no ſuch diſtempers among them, but ſuch 
* as humane nature is always ſubject to ; that ſuch an 


* ajteration mig'1t be. of worſe Conſequence than their 
* common 
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« common uſe of Manna ; for ſo it was at firſt appoin- 
« ted and fo it had continued, and they could not 
« tell but their new Phyſicians might be worſe to them 
« than their old diſtempers ; and they could never be- 


« [jeve that could be ſo hurtfull which God himſelf. 


« had appointed for their food, 

The former Diſcourſe makes the Application need- 
leſs, x 
But after all, it is faid: This is but a point of Diſ- 
| cipline and not of Faith ; and in ſuch the Charch may 
change her Meaſures. To that I anſwer, 


1. It is more than a point of Diſcipline, for it is 
changing the Rule of Faith with reſpect to the People. 
While the Scriptures were in the hands of the People, 
they reſolved their Faith into the Word of God, as it 


was delivered to them and underſtood by them. But 


when that is taken out of their hands and they 
are bid to Truſt to the Churches Teſtimony tor mat- 
ters of Faith ; They have a difterent Reſolution of their 
Faith and a diflterent Ground and Reaſon of believing. 
For they cannot ground their Faith upon a written 
Rule who are uncapable of -underſtanding it. 


2, It 15 no matter of Diſcipline to overthrow the 
deſign of publiſhing the Scripture for the univerſal 
Benefit of the Church of God. And this the Fanſc- 
wiſts have well proved in Defence of their Tranſlati- 
on of the New Teſtament againit the Prohibitions-ot 
ft, © For, ſay they, the Prohibitton of reading the 


: Scripture under pain of Excommunication, is it ſelf pjatuze 3, 
( 9 
contrary to the Goſpel and ought not to be obey'd. P: 26: 29+ 


* For Bread and nouriſhment fs not more neceſſary 
0 
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* to preſerve the Lite of the Body, than the Word of 
God is to uphold the Liie of the Soul. Thar for 
* men to ſpeak of fo much danger in reading the 
Scripture 1s to refiect yery diſhonourably on the 
* Providence and Groocneis of God gs for it way 
by means of Tranſations in Vulgar Languages that 
God's Word came to te known to the World, and 
the Goſpel was at firſt publithed in thoſe Tongues, 
which were molt generally underſtood. And there. 
fore thoſe do mamiteſlly oppoſe the deſign and me. 
thod of Providence for advancing the Goſpel, who 
decry Tranſlations of Scripture, as pernicious to 
the Souls of Men. And farther, that fuch a pro- 
hibition, is a Contempt of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt 
and a deſign to ſuppreſs the Goſpel; and a Con- 
tradiction to the Will and Command of God; A 
Contempt of the Scripture, w hich was intended to be 
under{lood by all, A Contempt both of Councils and 
Fathers, which looked on the Scripture as the beſt 
Judge of Controverſies, and who adviſed all be- 
lievers to a continual reading of the Word of God. 
If after all this, the Council of Trent could ſo no- 
toriouſly err not onely againſt Scripture and Reaſon, 
but 7rad;tion too in ſuch a Matter-ot Concernment to 
the Souls of Men, as this is, it will be hardly poſſible 
_ to perſuade Men, it could not as well err in any Point 
of Faith. And it renders the whole proceeding ſuſpi- 
cious as to particular Points, when the Rule of Faith 
is ſo induſtriouſly kept out of the hands of the People. 
For thoſe who follow their Inſtructions, are never a- 
ſhamed to produce their Credentials. 
Pialyguesin AS to what F. W. faith in his Book concerning 7«- 


gojwer w  piter, &c. I had anſwered it ſo fully many years tince, 


Fatt. 4» that 
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that I have Reaſon to expett a Reply to what I had 
there ſaid in my own Vindication, before I can think it 
fit to trouble the Worid with ncedleſs Repctitions. - And 
it were hard for me to be put to Anſwer again to the 
ſame things, waen a Perſon will not take the pains to 
ſe whether he were not Aniwerd already, 
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